The exemplification and suprise meanings associated with two types of focus construction in Japanese and in French by Kaneko, Makoto
The exemplification and s餌叩rise meanings associated with two types of fi｝c皿s
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1． lntroductien
     This paper deals with an ambiguity observed in two seemingly very different constructicms in Japanese
and in Frencl｝， and aims to advance， iii semaritically explieit terms， a new analysis for the derivation of this
ambiguity． According to Numata （2000： 194）， Japanese constructions involving the focus particle （toritate－si in
her terrns） NANKA serve to enumerate a representative member of a set of¢ontextually relevant candidates： （1a）
thus indicates that the fbα勲ed iteInル炊Ttrke〃10to is a replesentative member of the set of people who w紐l
m鰐蝋sp面9掘・type・fuse・will・be・called・be1・w“e・remplificati・n（吻i i Japanese）2・
（1）a． Takemoto san nanka raisyun kekkon－sum 10kumi no nakani haitteiru一 n一 ja一 nai－no？
    Takemoto Mt the like3 next spring marry 10 pair Gen among included－Comp－Cop．Top isn’t he
    “Mr． Takemoto or the like is included among 10 pairs who will marry next sprins isn’t he7’
    （Numata 2000： 194）
 b． yorinimo yotte Taie nanka ga bokuno tanjoo－paatii ni yattteki－ta （idem．195）
    of all others Taro the like Nom my birthday－party Loc come一一Pst
    “Of all others， the 1ike ofTarv came to my binhday party”
On the other hand NANKA construction in （lb） indicates that the focali zed item Taro i＄， under the speaker’s
perspective， a surprising or inappropriate member of the set wbo came to the party， ln other words， “the
apPropriateness of the truth of the proposition that Tarv ca〃teの〃診θspeaker S birt1吻血｛ソis denied by the
speaker， who considers that such．an event should not have occurred” （Numata 2000： 196）． This use will be called
‘hegative evaluation （hiteeteke’一dyooha）” in what follows．
    Asi搬i㎞・ambiguity is observed沁asequence NP＋Complementizer（abb1もviated by Comp）＋
subordinate clause （abbreviated by XP） in French． This construction may provide a partial （non exhaustive）
answer， when pie㏄eded by the eXistential matrix i1アa（〃lere桑ジ：（2a）thus盆dica紀s that PJθη2 is a rep憩esentative
IIwou臆e to出㎝k舳e窃bi・Hertz for her c而cal aロd hel画1◎o㎜en観。 some姻蜘ons of雌s p鋤Ris
 a revised version of the paper read at the． ESSLLI’05 Workshop on Empirical Cijallenges cznd Analytical
 ．41勘η躍∫v幻！∂Strたプ（フbmpositio〃ality． Some p肛t of it was also presented at the I 30血ge鵬ral meet血g of the
 Linguistic Society of Japan ar1d at the JSMO6． 1 am grateful for their usefu1 comments to the audience of my taiks
 and the！鵬mbers of the ProjeCt Kenkyu Program of the Faculty of Letters at Okayama University，食）f which the
 present pIlper iS Wl血en． Needless to say， responsibility ofan㎝o駕and rema㎞ng pmblems rest on me．
2 Seme aTuth”ors distinguisza from exerhplification NANKA， cases 1ike in （1） ’Where NANKA is’ added after a
 coord血ted constiluent a且d may be tr mnslated by and so on． For example， Teramura（1991）analyzes it not as a lbcus
 particle， bat as a suffix，（setttbi’i）：
（D inu ya neko nanka ｛nado in the original text］ made oo－sawagi da （Martin 1987： 161）
     DDgorc飢NANKA      瞭il be一心・an－upro飢’
     “What with dogs， cats， and all， what an uproar！”
3 lt is shuichi Yatabe （pJc．） that suggested to me that NANKA should be translated in English by the like． Martin
 （1987） effectively adopts this translation．
一1一
m・曲・鋤・ng血・se wh・ale w・・ki・g， su認・・血9餓血e㈹m留悦紬er w・rkers4・
（2）a． Est－ce que quelqu’un travaiIIe ici ？ “Is anyone vvorking here？” （L（Sard 1 992 ： 47）
    一 Oui， il y a Pierre qui travaille， “一一 Yes， ｛Lit． there’s Pierre that is vvorking ／
                              Pierre or the like （for example） is woricing｝”
 b． Ah！ Mon dieu！ dit－il， Monsieur Michel qui est mort！ （Sandfeld 1965： 155）
    “Oh， my God！ said he， ｛Lit， Mr， Michel that is dead！ ／ Mr． MICHEL died！｝”
On the other hand， in（2b）lacking a matrix，血e…拾quenceハIP Comp ．XP indicates that the death of翫加1 is
suiprisifig and conflicting with the speaker’s expectation． ln effecg traditional grammiarians Le Bidois ＆ Le
Bidois（1971：379）note 1血at this cons血ction e》rplesses咄e sむongly affeotive value of出e sentence（surprise，
regret， vivid oppositioq etc．）’di． ln the same vein， aiK）ther traditional gramniarian Sandfeld （1965： 156） argues
t懐“m・st。恥面s。…伽・樋・n・m・tks・disagreement・・r。・n螂t wi血・・i瞭i・n・…繊1伽fφ． These
authors further claim that the （2b） c（mstruction should be analyzed as an independent clause without being
accompanied by any implicit matrix clause7．
     This ambiguity assoeiate（S vvith Japanese NANKA construction and French NP Comp XP construction
leads to ask what is comm（m between the two constructions and how the two apparently unrelated meanings，
exemplification meaning and surprise／n¢gative ev謡uation， are derived． In this papeちIwill claim i）血t not only
Japanese constmction involving a focus particle NANTE， but also French NP Comp ．V’ constructiOn are focus
constructions involvir｝g a「冊operatOr， that蛤syntactically activated血French or lexically prDv蓋（k魁hJapanese，
and ii） that exemplification meaning is fully compositionally derived， while the derivation of surprise ／ negntive
evaluation meanings requires the intervention of a pragrriatics principle in a way similar to rhetorical questions．
     The paper is orgrmized as follows． in Section 2， 1 will claim that the ambiguity of NANKA should be
ieduced to that of the operator KA， and that a Grician Conversational lmplicature is relevant for negative
evaluation cases， ln Section 3， 1 will show that essentially the same analysis may be applied to the ambiguity of
French NP Comp XP． Section 4 wi11 ask why NANKA， but not NP Comp XI’， provides the speaker’s subjective
jndgment of inappropriateness． Section 5 will compare my analysis of negative evaluation NANKA in terms of
Conve！sational implicature with a iecent analysis of expressive items in terrns of Conventional implicature． ln
Section 6， I w皿s㎎gest that nly analyses of nega垣ve evaluation NANKA and surprise Ineanilg ofNP Comp ．U’
may shed a rrew light騨廿B酬ysis of糊excl瓠1磁ves． Sec鉦on補1 summarize the paper，
4 ity a IVP Comp XP is not mpopriate when the NP denotes the totality ofcandidates， as in （1）． To provide a totai or




Qui a vot6 po町toi？嚇？Il y a tout le monde qui a v（rt6 pour moi．（L6ard l 992：49） 〔tOtality】
““uVho veted for you？ 一一 ？Everyone， or the like， voted for me．”
（pt a vote pour toi ？一 C’est tout le monde qui a vote pour moi． （ibid） ［totality］
“wno voted for you？ 一lt is everyone that voted for me．”
Qui travaille？一一C’est Pierre qui travaille． （idem．47） ［exhaustive answer］
“wno is worlcing？ 一lt is ）vfichel that is working’
 L6ard（1992）classifies bOth of ilアaζ疏θ1r8域and c’θstで1’t’s）cases among cleft◎onstrucdons．
5 ‘‘1a va監eur食）r目皿e飢af㈱ve de la ph聯（戯on匹㎝enちregreちvive opPOsitionラetC．）”
6 “le plus souvenちe皿e 圧一nhe（2b）construc匠onj marque un d¢sac◎ord ou Contraste avec une s量tUation ou un fait
 presene’
’ Le Bidois ＆ Le Bidois （1971： 379） claim that the （2b） constructioms “are matrix clauses without any dqpendence
 with another clause （s｛mt des principales sans ancune dependance avec une autre propositi（m）”． Sandfeld （1965：
 154－156） argues that in “exclamabons” as in （2b）， “nothing is omitted （rien n’est omis）”．
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2． Japanese NANKA construction
     This section aims to examine， in explicit semantic terms， how the ambigtiity of NANKA are derived．
After showing that the atnbiguity of NANKA cannot be appropriately． captured by an analysis previously
proposed for other focus particles （Section 2．1．）， and introducing Alternatiye Semantics frame work （Section
2，2．） and the semantic of surprise meaning （Section 2．3．）， 1 wi11 advance a semmtics analysis of the ambiguity of
NANKA （Seetion 2．4）． Next， reducing the ambiguity of NANKA to that of the operator KA （Section 2．5．） and
referring to the derivation of rhetorical questions （Section 2．7．）， 1 will make sense of the derivation of
exemplification and negative evaluation meanings （Sections 2．6 and 2．8．）．
2．1． ls the ambiguity of NANKA parallel to that of an additiye focus particle MO？
      As noted in lntroduction， NANKA may be grouped amdng focus particles． lt is widely acceptetl （see
K6nig 1991， Krifka 1999， etc．） that focus particles are classified into two major types： 1） exclusive panicles
illustrated by only in （3a）， which ‘Presuppose that the predication holds for the expression in focus， and assert
that it d㏄s not hold食）r any alternative，’（Kr漁1999：111）， II）additive（㎞clusive）par匝cles wh量ch are f舳er
subeategorized into IIa） simple additive particles as also in （3b）， which presirppose that “the predieation bolds for
at least one alternative of the expression in focus” （ibid）， and Ilb） scalar additive particles， 1ike even in （3c），
vvhich “assert that the predication holds for the expression in foc us， and pnesmppose that this predication is prima





Peter only invited Pia for dimer， （］Krifka 1999： 111）
‘（Peter invited Pia for dinner） and he invited noDne else’
Peter also invited Ha for dinner， （ibid．）
‘Peter invited pta for dimer （and he invited someone eise）’




‘Peter invited Pia for dinner （and Pia is an unlikely pemson for Peter to invite for dinner）’
In Ja卿ese， simple additive and sca丑ar additive particles are instantiated by MO and SAE， r卿ec縫vely




nitiyoobi wa ginlgoo 1！Lt yasumi desu． （Numata 1995： 19）
Sunday Top bank also day－o ff Cop “On Sunday， banks are closed， too”
kare wa doryoku－si－te tootoo raten一一go ！1！Lt rikai一 dekiru yoo－ninat・・ta．（ibid．）
he Top effort－do－and at last Latin－language eygn．Satls｛1＞understand－can like－become－Pst
“He did efft，rts and at last he got to be able to understand even （aiso） the Latin”
㎞ewa dG穿Q㎞i一纐too㈱n－go 塑d㎞一de㎞yoo・ni－n漁（ibid．）
he Top effort－do一一and at last Latin－language ptt！ptlen understand－can like－become－Pst
‘‘n日［edid e銀）rts and at垂ast he got to be able to unde】mstand even the Latin”
8As noted by K伽ig（1991：68）， some（曲er additive particles，1ike auch in Gemman， may ma且ifヒst a scalar additive
 meaning paraphiased by even in English．
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（4a）with MO indicates that the propedy（be closeのapplies to the fbcalizx：d item（ゐ伽めbesides some㎞plicit
alternative （ex． post ofice）． On the other hand， （4b） with MO and （4c） including SAE suggest that there exists a
scale of the di伍cu晦r for understanding among languages， and tha the㎞纏ized i箆m（乙α伽）is situated on the
top ofthis scale， and that he surprisingly can understand such a difficult language．
    k seems at fiist glance that exemplification and negative evaluation meanings of NANKA may be
respectively ccyrrelated with simple additive and scalar additive su叩rise meaningS of MO． The addi匠ve pa震icles
l撒e必oandθveηare well studied hl the fb㎜al semantics． A little simplifンing the analysis of Krifka（1999：111），
the semantics of （3b） involving a simple additive particle also and （3c） including a scalar additive particle even





［lnvited－for dinner （pe， pi）］ ［assenion］
ヨx正lnvited一プcor dinner（pe， x）〈x≠pi］                   ［presupPosition］
［lnvited－for dinner （pe， pi）］ ， ［assertion］
一一x［x≠pi〈伽ited－for din，zer（pe， x）＜lkeiy lnvited・ブeor dimier（pe， pi））］［presupPosition工9
（6b） indicates that “there is no－one （x） such that he （x） is not equivalent to Pia and the 1ikelihood of the
p］⑩position 1ヤ彪r invited Pia exceeds the lil（el丑iood of the propOsition Peter invited him（x）”． hl other words，
（6b） indicates that Pia is the least likely individualfor Peter to invite for dinner． lf the ambiguity of NANKA
（exempiification ／ negative evaiuation） were parallel to that of MO （simple additive ／ sealar surprise additive）， the
semantics in （5ab） and （6a，b） might be directly applied to the ambiguity ofNANKA．
    Numata （2000， 2003） however observes some differences between exemplification NANKA and simple
additive MO， and those between negative evaluation NANKA and scalar additive SAE． Firsg exemplification
NANKA does not necessarily entail the existence of alternative members： in （7Ba）， NANKA is accepted in a
context where the existence of alternatives ofMn Ttrkemoto is explicitly negated， while MO is incompatible with
this coptext， as sbown in （Bb）：
（7）A：kono busyo de wa dare ga kekkonsuru－daroo一㎞？
    this section Loc Top person（x） NQm marry ・ will lnterrog． “Who will marry in this se（xion？”
 B： a Takemoto san nanka wa kekkonnsurutm． Hokano dare mo kekkonsi－nai daroo kedo．
     T． Mt． the like Top rnarry一 wi11 other person（x）also marry－Neg will though
      “Mr． Takemoto or the 1ike will marry， though no one other than him will not marry”
    b． “Takemeto san mo kekkormsuru－daroo． Hoka－no dare mo kekiconsi－nai daroo kedo．
      “Mt． Takemoto also will marry， though no one other than him will not marry”
    Second， Numala （2003： 230） observes thag while SAE presupposes the existence of alternatives of
focus item， negative evaluation NANKA lacks such a presupposition． The meaning of this type of NANKA
canriot therefore be ana｝yzed in terms of reiative likelihood of the focalized hem with respect to the alternatives．
F贈㎜鵬MO／SAE（e吻and NANKA ma㎡fest distributional differences， as shown by a contrast betWeen
gAau・㎞g t・K6・ig（1991・69），血・・ca圃・xp・e・sed㎞（6b）m・y b・an・ly・・d・・t・as・pre・叩P・・i亘・n， b幡・
 Convention撮㎞pHca膿which‘‘d㏄s not make a oon血ibution to the truth cond雌ons of a sentence”， but is
 ‘‘associated with［＿】Qonditions fbr its use｛．．．l that have to be met if the Qontah血g sentence is to be厩tered





？yorinimo yotte Taro sae ／ mo㎞㎞o剛oo伽ii ni ya縦eki－ta（N㎜鍛2000：195）
of all others Taro even my birthday party Loc come一 Pst
‘℃fall others， even Taro catne to my birthday party”
yorinimo yotte Taro nanka ga bokunQ tanjoo－paatii ni yattteki－ta（ibid．）
of all others Taro the like Nom my birthday party Loc come－Pst
“Of all others， the 1ike ofTaro eame to my birthday party”
This difference may be reduced to that of their modal nature noted by Yamanaka （1995）： SAE （MO） invokes the
speaker’s epistemic g2［pggt1aj2ggt n regarding positive or negative realization of the propositio4 while NANKA
refers to the speaker’s gytatgatiggaluation of the true proposition． ln other w（Jrds， NANKA， but not SAE （MO），
necessarily indu㏄s the伽tivi妙． The adverb yo珈肋。｝りtte may be classified as an evaluative㎝e， which
therefore is net fully compatible with SAE （MO）． These differences clearly suggest that NANKA eannot be
treated just as an additive foeus particle by means of the semantics in （54b） and （6ab）． 1 will examine how to
analyze the ambiguity of NANKA in Section 2．4． after introducing the semantics of focus （Section 2．2．） and
surprise meaning （Section 2．3．）．
2．2． Alternative Semantics
      As regards the semantics of focus， 1 refer to Rooth’s Alternative Semantics whose main idea is that
“evoking alternatives is the general function of focus” and that the focus “can be illustrated with the
question－pansvver paradigm” （Rooth 1996： 276）． According to this frarneworK the alternative set induced by the
focus （marked by C， abbreviation for Context） is analyzed as a covert semantic variable quantified by the ‘focus
interpretation operator’， whose function is essentially the same as that of an interrognive operator． The focus
interpretation operator futher introduces two presuppesitions： i） the alternative set C is a subset of the “focus
semantic value” （corresponding to the question part of the questionny－answer paradigm）， and ii） C contains the
“ordinary semantic value” （correspending to the answer part） and at least one other elementie． The focus
semantic value （FSV） of a sentence ¢ ， written ［［ th ］］f， is a set of propositions derived by abstracting over the
focus part ofthe sentence． The ordinary semantic value （OSV） ， written ［［ di ］］e ， is obtained by ignoring the focus
effect． lt is often argued that the focus should be defined intensionally in terrns ofpossible worldii （see Kadmon
’O Another infiuential analysis of focus is Stmctured Meaning approach （see Krifka 1999）． Accordmg to this approac”
 the semantics of aa） is represented by the pair of two parts as in （ib）， the first part （axaw ［x is dead in w］）
 representing the background ofthe answer， and the second part（ルtichet）expressing the fbcus：
（1）a． ［MICHEL］F，．， is dead．
 b． 〈λxλw［腕伽4加w］，ルfichei）＞
 Crucially， Alteniative Semantics， but not Structured meanin＆ admits that the focus value is included among the
 alternative values． ln this paper treating partial answer cases， where the focus value is one of alternative yalues， the
 former approach soems more appropriate． Krifka （1999） bowever criticdes’Alternative Semantics because of its
 inability to deal with cases where the superficial focal stress does not correspond to the semantic focus， as in （H）：
（II） What did John do？ 一 John ［read Ul’ysses］F．
 In（II）， only the wordこrzysses iS phonologically focaliZed， but the entire VPγθ04助∬θis semantically focalized．
K漁a．shows that S虻u（加red Mea血g is able to make sense of such a form ／content diS（脚ancy． As shown in
 Section 3， French 2＞P Co〃zp U）exactly permits such a fbMl／c《｝ntent（臨crepancy． In orderめproperly treatS such
 cases， more sophisticated version ofAlteniative Semantics will be necessary．
ii Under the extensional semantics， a property is defuied as the set ofentities satisfying this property． ln a model where
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2001， etc．）． Adopting this intensional semantics view， the OSV and the FSV of （9a） including an exclusive





Only Michel is dead．
旺［Miche4F is decza（1】o＝λw【ルfchel is decid in w］’    【OSV］
［［（Miche4F is det rell］f＝λP［w∈P〈P・ 1 w【ヨx（x iS d2ed in w）］］ ［FSV］
λC∀q【q∈C〈q竺λw［ヨx（xな融α」加w）⇔q＝λw（ルtiChel is deαd in w）］
（adapted from Rooth 1996： 280）
（9a） denotes a proposition （a set of worlds） such that Michel is decid in a world w． （9b） denotes a set of
propositions such that x is decid in w， where a variable x is bound by the focus interpretation opeiator， and
血terPreted as who．（gC）顎eads‘‘every propOsition q伽e in the set C and such that x is dead in w is the p1uposition
P such thatルtichel is d乙aゴ加w，’．
   As iegards the infrormational nature of the two types of NANKA， Teramura （1991： 187） points out that
they manifest at 1east two different behaviors． First， exemplification NANKA may be attached enher to a specific
noun or to a non－specific noun as in （10a）． On the other hand， negative evaluation NANKA only focaliz ）s a
specific or generic noun as in （10b）， and not a non specific noun， as shown by the inacceptability of（10c）．
（10）at血no ue ni wa吻oo， nooto，enpi加nanka ga nokos一蹴一面・  億
   desk Gen over Loc Top pocketboo＆ note， pencil， the 1ike Nom leave－Passive－Progressive－Pst
   “Ori the desk were left behind a pocketbooK a noteboOK a pencil， or the like （and so on）” （adapted
   from Teramura 1gg1 ： lssi2）
b・｛㎡ngen／sono otOko｝nanka takaga siie－teiru．（ibiの
   ｛mankind ／ that man｝ the 1ike at the most trifling “The 1ike of ｛ mankind ／ that man｝ is trifi ing”
 c． ’kesa eki de otoko nanka ga taore－tei一 ta．（ibid．）
   曲mom玉㎎麟。益し㏄m｛m the like Nom鋤一Progressive」Pst
   ‘‘This mo血g， at the s伽ior』the甑e ofaman stqyed fallen down”
    Secondly， a sentence involving exemplification NANKA rnay occur out of blue without being
men盛oned in the pn巳ceding discoUrse， while a se無｝nce con｛ai血9 negative evaluation NANI（A no㎜ally…verves
to reply to some preceding statement． For instanoe， in the answer in （11a）， the e＞rpression Fred， which appears in
the ineceding ques旗通，誌contrastively focalized， alld Kratzer（2005：13）notes廿1at‘‘（cont縦…tive）focus on」F》ed
induces a sealar interpretation， comparable to the overt effect of even”， The answer sentence is properlyi3
translated by way efnegative evaluation NANKA， as in （1 1 b）：
 two conditions of（lab） are satisfied， the property intelligent should be the same as the property beautijitl． As a result，
 the answer in （lib） to the quesdon in （Ila） should be appropriate， which is not the case acuiaily （Kadmon 2001）：
 （1）a・  hltelHge血t＝｛】〉助， Sue｝
  b． beautifu1＝ ｛Mary， Suc｝
 （II）a．  V晦。 is in鵜IHgel殖？    b．    一一SUE盈beauti血L
‘2 ln all of the original examples， an（mber panicle NADO rather than NANKA is used・ NADO is aimost synonymous
 to NANKA， but occurs in more formal registers． See footnote 21．
’3 More exactly， as shown in Section 2．1．， Mモ盾獅狽窒≠窒?to an scalar additive particle even， negative evaluation NANKA
 does nQt induce an extremity with respect to altematives．
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（11）a Guess what？ Fred passed． 一一 If ［FRED］ passed， bar exams have become too easy．
 b． Fred－NANKA ga pasusi－ta nara， sihoosiken wa yasasiku－nari－sugi一 ta no da
   Fred－the like Nom pass－Pst if bar exams Top easy－become－exceed－Perf Comp Cop
   “lfthe 1ike of Fred passed， it is that bar exams have become too easy”
   These two phenomena suggest that negative evaluation NANKA bears some topicality． lt might be
pessible to analyne， as Olivier Bonami （p．c．） points out， this type ofNANKA as instanhating “eontrastive topic”
discussed by Btiring （1999）． Btiring applies Alternative Semantics approach to two special kinds of topic， that he
calls “contrastive topic” and “partial topic”， respeetively i！lustrated by （12b） and （13b）：
（12）a A： Which book ’would Fritz buy？ （Bttring 1999： 148）
一b． B： WelL ［1］T would buy ［The Hote1 New HAMPshiie］F．
（13）a A： What did the pop star wear？ （idem，149）
 b． B： The ［female］T pop stars wore ［caftan］F．
［co trastive topic］
［partial topic］
According tr）B面ng（1999：145）， h1（12b），‘‘［t】he speaker B obviously doesn’t answer A’s quesdo駐． instead， she
gives a differeng though related statement． The constituent tirett is “replaced” （i．e．， 1 instead of Fritz） is marked
［by a kind of stress］ as a topic．” in （13b）， “speaker B does not really answer A’s question， at least not exhaustively．
The part where she deviates．ffom the original question is matked by the’topic accenf’．
    So as to appropriately make sense of these types of topic， Btiring proposes the notion of “topic
semantic value”paralk∋1 to fbcus se田antic value（FSV）． For example， the FSV of（12b）hlvo1血g a oontrastive
toptc denotes a set like （14a）． And the topic semantic value （represented by ［［ a ］］t） denotes “a set of such sets，
with alternatives to the Sentence－topic replacing 7’ （idem， 148）， as illustrated by （14b）：
（14）a． ［if1アT wouhゴbay／P乃e Hotelハ伽膨「∫hire7Fヨ1f＝
   ｛Iwould buy物αη4 Pακθ，1 woUld buy Ho彪1細図w、Hampshine，＿｝（idem．147）
 b． ［［f17T would buソ伽」Uote1ハ伽ゐ面謝剛】t霜
   ｛｛Iwould buy肱γ認P¢α｝θ， I would buy飾彪1ハrew H卿shire，＿｝，｛Re釦s would buy物〃ガ
   Peace， RefUs would buy Ho彪1ハ「ew Hampsh舵，＿｝，＿｝（idem．148）
Similarly， the FSV of （13b） involving a partial t（rpic der）otes a set 1ike （15a）． lts topic semantic value denotes a
set of such sets， Witb altematives to the partia1 tOpic！eplacing／llmale”， as in（15b）：
（15）a，［［Zら・μ伽妨μ脚燃w・ψ¢切・司1f＝
   ｛the female pop stars wore caftan， the female pop stais wore dresses，． ． ．｝
 b． ［［7he tlFemale7Tpqp stars wone leofan7F］］’＝
   ｛｛the female pop stars wore caftan， the female pop stars wore dresses，，．．｝， ｛the male pop stars were
   cafian， the male pop stars wore dresses， ． ． ． ｝， ｛ ｛the female er male pop stars． ． ． ｝ ． ． ． ｝
It might be possible to analyze exemplification NANKA as giving a partial topic， and negative evaluation
NANKA as expressing a contrastive topic・ In any way， since contrastive and panial topics are defmed as evoking
their altematives， 1 wi11 treat them， in what follows， among instances of focus in a broad sense．
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2．3。T血e se血anties of surprise mea置血g：von Fintel（1999）
     As noted in Section 2．2．， negative evaluation NANKA does not ind｝｝ce an extremity with iespect to
alternatives． This type of NANKA rather suggests a non－membership of the f（×ulized item among a set of
contextually relevant altematives． ln this sense， negative evaluation meaning seems to be similar to the surprise
meaning： （16） including a matrix predicate be surprised intuitively suggests that the speaker considers the event
he stole the watch is not found among a set ofcontextually relevant events possible to occur：
（16） 1 was surprised that he stole the watch
For this reason， in order to explicitly represent the semantics of negative evaluation NANKA， 1 refer to von
Fintel （1999）’s analysis of smprised． This atthor first adopts Kadmon ＆ Landman （1993： 381）’s remarlc
aocording to which “To be siolprtsed that A is always nelative to a certain perspective on A， a perspective that
detem血es what is abOUt A that is surprising and hl v㎞e of what it is sulpris㎞g． The pe！spective is a
contanially determined pararneter in the interpretation of smprised， very much in the same way that a ‘rnedal
base’ is a contextually determined paiameter in the interpretation ofmodals”．
     ’lhe ‘modal base’ proposed by Kratzer （1981－2002） is a conversadonal backgtound provided・by the
um㎜ce situation， ag…血St which modal expressions are ilterpreted． It is semantically defined as a血mc盤on fh）m
pairs of an individuai a （in principle， the speaker） and a world w to a set ofaccessible worlds’‘， signaled by f
（a，w） （von Finte1 1999： 115）， For example， when interpreting a modal auxiliary mtast in （17a）， we normally
doガt加ke㎞D account品品¢hed worlds whe1e Jackl doesnうt exisいor where a Marほan was the murdereL The
modal base， a set of accessible worlds， serves to exclude such contextually irrelevant worldsi5：
（17）a Jockl must have been the murderer， （Kratzer 1991： 639）
  b． ln view of the available evidence， Jocki must have been the murderer． ［ep istemic modal base］
The aocessible worlds ir曲e modai base further are ordered following sorne criteria T｝丘s criteria is called
‘orderk】g souree， and is se紅1a面ca皿y defined as a fUnedon倉om pah・s of an individua1αand a world w to a set
of accessible propositiobs， signaled by g（as，w）． For instance， whep （17a） is interpretecl as in （17b）， the
exptession in view of the available evidence provides an epistemic ordering souroe． Other types of ordering
so甑ces discussed by㎞鵬鍵e c抽。㎜鵬hal one（in View of the present factS）， stereotypical one（in view of
the normal course of events）， deontic one （in view ofwhat the law says）， bouletic one （in view of certain wishes），
doxastic one （in view of eertain beliefs）， etc．
     von Fintel （1999） argues that the semantics of factive adversative predicates， 1ike be smprised， similarly
refers to a selection function selecting the set of best worlds ｛bom the set of aocessible worlds （rnodal base，
ff a ，w））， with respect to an ordeimg source， g （ a ，w）． This selection ftmction is signaled by max ，（．，w）．f（ or ，w）．
From this perspective， simplifying von Fintel’s foimalization， the semantics of stmprised is represented by
i4 Kratzer （1991： 642） characterizes the notion of “accessible ． worlds” in the following mamer： “A world w’ is
epistmically accessible fivm a world w iff w’ is compauble with everything we know in w． A world w’ is
 deontically accessible from a world w iffw’ is compatible with everything the law provides in w，”
蓋5The necessity to exclude contextually inrelevant worldS from the semantic represe漁tion ef surprised was pOinted
 out by Shigeru Sakahara tp．c．）． The applicadon ofthe notion ofaccessible worlds for this purpose was suggested by
 Sato血i Ito（P．c．）．
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d・伽・dness・c・nditi・n i・（18・）and・apPr・pri・t・ness’6condition in （18b）：
（ 1 8）a ［［szmprisedllf （pX a Xw） is defined iif wO E p
b． ifdefined， ［［surprisedl］Cg （p）（aXw） is appropriate iff Vw’Emax g（．，．）．f（ or ，w） ： w’e p
In words， （18a） means that the proposition a is smpised thatp in w is defmed if and only ifthe proposition p
is true in the actual world wO． （18b） indicates that the same proposition a is surprised that p in w is
appropriately used if and only if the propesition p is not true iri any relevant accessible world maximally
corresponding to or ’s expectationi7． These semantic representations refiect well our intuition that one feels a
surprise when there is a discrepancy between the actual state of affairs and his expectation． According to this





Given my high opinion on his moial character， 1 was surprised that he stole the watch． （von Finte1
1999： 113）
［［sza／prisec（1】£（p）の（w）is defined iifwO∈p零｛u；he stole the watch in u｝   ［factivity］
ifdefuied， ［［surprisedl］f’g （p）（b（w） is appropriate iff Vw’ Emax，a．） （f（f，w））： w’ff p
In words， defmedness condition （19b） indicates that the proposition 1 was szoprised that he stole the watch in w
is defmed if and only if the proposition he stole the watch in w is true in the actual world vvO． Appropriateness
condition （19c） reads as the proposition I was smprised that he stole the wcrtch is apprepriately used with respect
to the modal base f （1，w） and the doxastic ordering source g （1，w） reflecting the speaker S high opinion on his
moral， if and only if the proposition he stole the wateh in w is not true in any relevant accessible world
maximally comesponding to doxastic ordering source． The function of the modal base， against which a
proposition is presented as surprising is essentially the same． as the contextually determined alternative set C
relevant for the focus interppetation under Alternative Semantic’s fiamevvorK except that the modal ’base is
defmed not as a set ofpropositions， as in the latter case， but as a set of a£cessible worlds．
2．4． The semantics of exemplifiication and negatiye evaluation ．
      1 next try to represent the semantics of NANKA in explicit terms． For （20a） including exemplification
NANKA， the ordinary semantic value and the focus sernantics value are respectively represented by （20b） and
（20c）：
（20）a Takemoto san nanka ga kekkon－suru daroo．
     Takemoto Mr． NANKA Nom marry will“IN，lr． Takemoto or the 1ike will marry．”
i6 von Fintel （1999） himself uses the term truth eondition so as to speak of the semantics of factive adversative
 pledicates． I will rather make use of the term apρropriateness condition in order to clarify th下智e content of the
 sゆlect’s expectation or prevision does’t influence the truth血重he actual world．
17魔盾?Fi皿tel（1999：l14）notes that‘‘f（）r attitUdes l謎（e want， wish， gla4 r解gret， sonツ， the olrderhlg soulrce will be one of
 ‘preference’． For attitUdes lil（e碗ρθ礪amaze45瑚ρ7醜， the orde血g source will be one of‘expectation／
 1ikeliho（xl”’． ’IJhe first and second types may be considered as respectively corresponding to bouletic and doxsatic ／
epistemic orde血9 sources in Kiatzer’s terms・As shown below， the orde血9 source ofnegative evaluation NANKA






［［ZT2Ld｝： Ttzkemoto7F will mcm y］］O ＝Zw ［t itvill mazr y in w］ ［OSV］
［［tMn Ttrke励。厨F W∫〃man：ソ］】£＝λP［tp ＝λw［ヨx（x｝will marry in w）】］  ［FSV］
               ＝ZwZw’［ax ．x will man y in w ＝Zx ．x will man y in in w’］
ZwZw’［w’∈ffl，w）〈λx［・willm・n y〈ヨx（…t）］w＝ z・［・w’Z肋鰐くヨ・（x＝り］w’g・xempl．］
The denotation of FSV is essentially the same as a wn question． Mho will man y2 ’ln （20c）， the FSV is
formalized as a set of propositions under Karttunen （1977－2002）’s analysis of interrogatives as a set of truc
a饅swer＆The c㎝te綱background against which a focus韮s hlterpreted is a subset of this FSV：ln Section 2．3．，
we saw that the contextual background might be expressed as a set of accessible worlds （modal base）． Applying
this perspective to focus cases， the FSV contaming the contextual background may be reconsidered in tenns of
possible worlds． This modification makes sense under （］iroenendijk ＆ Stokhof （1989＋2002）’s analysis of
interrogatives as a set of sets of possible worlds． The semantics of （20c） is paraphiased by （20c’）： in （20c’）， the
FSV is defined as a set of sets ofpossible worlds w， where the set ofindividuals x who will man y is the same．
     From this viewpoing exemplification meaning ef （20a）， that is， the fact that the OSV is included in the
FSV， is represented by （2ed）． （20d） denotes a set of sets of acoessible worlds where the set of those who will
man y， which contains a member equivalent to Mr Tdemoto， is the same． ln more intuitive terms， the denotation
of （20個日 is the same as the restricted WH question Mho inclrding to Takemoto will marr y2’8
     For negative evaluation NANKA in （21a）， the focus semantic value and the ordinaiy semaritic value are
represented by （21b） and （21c）：
（21）a ［Taro］nanka ga yattteki－ta





Applying the semantics of sztrpn’sed introduced in Section 2．3．， the semantics of negative evaluation is
repfesented by definedpess condition （22） and apptopriateness condition （23）：
（22） ’o［Tmo ecvne in wO］］＝＝1 ［factivity＝＝’defindness condition］
（23） ∀w［w（…maXg（1，w）ffl，w）〈山背w（w＝wO）］［一（T（mo came in w）】 ［appropriateness condition］
（22） indicates that （21a） is defined if and only if the proposition Taro came in w （i．e． the OSV） is tme in the actual
world vvO． （23） indicates that （21a） is appropriately used if and only if in any accessible world included in a set of
i8 For example， in a model Ml consisting of two members ｛Mary， Mr． Takemoto｝， accessible worlds are parthioned
 into four gromps （sets ofworlds）， wmb respeet to a question who will man y2， as illustrated in aa）：
（1）a．   group l；No one w田marry：｛w1，w2｝
      goup 2： Mary will marry ： ｛w3， w4， w5 ｝
      grDup 3： Mt， Takemoto will marry： ｛w6， w7｝
      group 4： ．M． aty and lh． Takemoto will marry： ｛w8｝
 b． ［［（20a）］IM’＝｛｛w6， w7｝， w8｝
 in the gromp ’1 containing wl and w2， no one will marry： in the group 2 consisimg ofw3， w4 and w5， only Mary will
 marry； in the groxp 3 including w6 and w7， only Mrn Takemoto will rnarry： in the group 4 which contains only w8，
 Mai y and Mr． Takemato will both marry． Wnh respect to the mocle1 Ml， the semantics，（20a） denotes， as iepresented
 by （lb）， a set oftwo sets of accessible worlds， that is ｛w6， w7｝ and ｛w8｝．
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contextually relevant accessible worlds， f （1，w）， maximally corresponding to the ordering source， g （1，w）， and
which don’t contain the actual world， it is not the case that Taro came． ln more intuitive terms， （23） says that
according to the speaker’s wishes （expectation）， Taro should not have come．
   The semantics of negative evaluation NANKA represented in （23） is well suited to Temmura （1991）’s
remark that this type of NANKA is a kind of modai expressioni9， and to his geneialization cited in （24）， where
the expression some ver y 〈high existence （criteria7＞ may be considered as corresponding to the ordeimg source：
（24） XNANIC4 ［in the original texL NADO］ P indicates that the fact that X is valid in P ［．，．］ is far from the
  truth or the speaker’s thought． ［．，．］ The speaker has， in her ／ his head， some very 〈high existence
  ［criteria］〉 with respect to which the fact that the 〈low＞ X is valid in P is far from his prediction．
  （Temmura 1991： 188）
   Nexちlet’s examine the nature of the orde血g source of negative evaluation NANKA、 Yamanaka（1995：
215－216） points out that NANKA does not invoke the speaker’s simple prevision， but her ／ his subjective
preference or evaluation20： （21a） suggests that Tare is not included in the set of those whcm the speaker wants to
come or he considers as hav㎞g a！ight to◎omeJts orde血g source may thus be of a bouletic type（㎞view of
certain wishes） or， in some cases， of a deontic type （in view of certain obligation）．
   In s㎜，血e semantics of㈹叩li五（ration and of negative evaluation of NANKA seem to be
appropriately representea respectively by （20d） and （22）／（23）． But it is not clear how these meanings are
derived from the same focus particle NANKA． ln tlre next secti（m， 1 will examine this question， paying a speeial
attention to the ambiguity of－KA．
2．5． Ambiguity of NANKA reduced to that ef KA
   According to 1＞訪。η，lk∂肋go 1）吻’陀η， the pa㎡c蓋e NANKA stems out fk）m the abbrevia盛on of．a
quantifiable item NANI and an operator KA， NANI is an indefmite noun lacking ks proper quantificational force，
and bears lexical fea加res卜human】，［一pla鴎e］，卜time】， etc．． It is glossed by Z耐㎎（x）． The opeπator KA markS
disjunction and may be translated by whether in English Martin （1987： 162） glosses NANI ＋ KA by or wnti．
i9@Teramura （1991： 187） suggests that negative evaluation NANKA is merged， in a mmer similar to modal elements，
 after the relation between a predicate and their argurnerits （and ／ or adjuncts） is established． An argument in faver of
 this hypothesis will be presented in Section 2．5． See also footnote 23．
20@lt is bften observed thag if NANKA follows the first person， the “deference “ meaning emerges as in aa）， while
 with the third person， NANKA is ‘‘often used for belittlinぎ’（Martin 1987：161）， as㎞（lb）：
 a）a． watasi nanka（original NADO）totemo dame desu．（idem．161） ［deference］
    1 the like largely inappropriate Cop
    “Poor me， 1’mjust no good at it”
  b． konna yatu boozu nanka rya－arimase－n ya．（Temmura 1991：188） ｛belittling］
    this gpy priest the like Cop 一Neg l－tell一一you
    “The 1ike ofthis guy is far from a （Buddhist） priest”
21 The particle NANKA has its variants， NADO ／ NANTE ／ NANZO， illustrated in a）一一（lll）：
 （1）a tatoeba yuusyoku no toki uaado wa konna－huu da．（Martin 1987：161） ｛exemplification］
    for instance dinner Gen time NADO Top like 一this Cop
   “For ins励ce， aちsay， d㎞er time， it’s豆lke this”（なad． by M頒in）
 b，yo血i yo㏄T㎜魎ga麟面㎞（Numata 2003：230）   【negative evalua鯛   efall others Taro NADO Nom school Loc come
   ， “Of all others， the like of Taro comes to schml”
 （U）a． Hawai uate doo？ lma ga hiban一 li koro yo． （Yamada 1995： 338） ［exemplification］
   Hawaii NANTE how・一aboat？ now Nom the best season 1－tell－you
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If KA is locally attached to NANI as in （25a）， NANI is existentially qumtified as in （25b）， and the meaning of
‘‘唐盾高?撃奄獅〟his ob面ned． On the otber hand， if KA． takes wide scope， as hl（26a）， a WH hlterrogative meani㎎of
wha is obtained as in （26b）：
（25ta Michel wa nani・一 ig o tabe－ta． ［KA：existential］
   Michel Top thingtx）OP，．i，t Acc eat－Pst “Michel ate something”
  b．λw正ヨ瓦ル伽θ1伽κ加呵
（26ta Michel wa nani o tabe－ta no nyka． O． ［KA：interrogative］
   Michel Top thingtx＞Aec eat一 Pst Comp OPi，t．．， “What did Michel eat？ ”
b．λWλW’［λX．M励el a彪xin w・λX．1vachel・ate・X・in・Wり
A parullelism is observed between the ambiguity of NANKA and that of KA． As observed by Martin （1987：
162）， Teramura （1991： 187）， Yamada （1995： 341）， etc．， the meaning ofNANKA may depend on its position wnh
respect to case markers （postpositions）． When directly attached to a NP and preceding a case marker， NANKA
permits both of exemplification and negative evaluation meanings： the sequence ．friend ＋ NANK4 ＋ ．lix）m in
（27a） is thus arnbiguous：
（27）a． tegami ga tomodati nanka kara ki一 ta （adapted ffom Martin 1 987 ： 1 62）22 ［exemplil neg． evalu．］
   letter Nom fuend the 1ike from come・・Pst
   “Letters came from thends or the 1ike”
b． tegami ga tomodati kara nanka ki一 ta，（ibid） ［“exempiY neg． evalu．］
   letter Nom thend fivrn the like come・一Pst
   ‘‘励rs came愈om the l血e ofmy丘iends”
On the other hana when following a case marker， NANKA caimot be interpreted as exemplification type， but
o噸e卿al蝋：蜘鵬nce伽伽＋㎜㎞⑳）is not ambi卿e鰍we
…plesof蜘ence NP＋㎜＋o繭a聯pli負。田ion鵬e噸（28a），and




“How about Hawaii？ lt’s the best season now．”
piano塾璽些皇  kyoomi nai－  yo． （ibid．339）
piano NA］NKA interest Neg－1－tell－you
“1’m not interested in the like ofpiano （music）”
㎜ta。no ozn甲san    出面Ω  ga！ro瞳001瞼OS躍OI
［negative evaluation］
you一（｝en grandfather NANZO Nom various interesting things pelite－vvrite
“Your grandfuher （or the 1ike） has written a lot ofinterstings， so， ． ，
mukaslii no yconi turi Lam nonkini si－te iru mono wa hitori d’ atte ariniasen （idem， 16 1 ）
old days Gen like fshing NANZO idly doing guy Tep anyone there isn’t
“there isn’t a soul idly fishing， say， the way they used to” ［negative evaluationl
mono o o－kaki ni nat－ta kara． ． ． ［exemplification］
        P らso
    ” （Mar in 1987： 162）
 As Ma詫in（1987：160）notes， among these v血ts，‘‘NANKA and NANTE are informal and lively， hence more
 susceptible to sp㏄量al co皿otations， such as sarcas n”． E砂mologic田ly， NADO‘‘comes fk）m an abbreViation of
 NAN（D ＋ TO” （ibid．）． TO may be analyzecl as a conjunction marlcer corresponding to and． Martin effectively
 translates NAN（D ＋ TO by andwhat．
4． The originais ofthe examPles （27ab） and （28ab） involve a particle NADO， iather than NANKA．
23@1t is this contrast that leads Teiamura（1991）to suggeSt that negative evaluation NANKA 1s a㎞d ofInodal ele鵬ent．
 See fcotnote 19．
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（28）a． yuuzin nanka kara kii－ta．（ibid．）
    ffiends the like from hear．Pst
    “1 heard it fiDm fiiends or the like”
b． aitu kara nanka hanagatni iti－mai de mo morai－taku nai
    him ftom the like kleenex one－CL even receive－want Neg
    “From the 1ikes ofhim， 1 wouldn’t even accept a Kleenex”
［exemplification］
（ibid．）［negative evaluation］
    Nishigauchi （1999： 65－66） points out the same kind of contrast between （29a） where KA is situated
betWeen a NP dare and a case marker hara OYo〃りand（29b）where KA fbllows㎞o伽吻：
（29）a darb ka－kara henna tegrni ga todoi－ta． （Nishigauchi 1999：65）
    Person（x）一KA－from strange letter－Nom arrive－Pst
    “1 ieceived a strange letter bom someone ［specific ／ non－specific］
 b． dare・一 kaia・・ka henna tegrni ga todoi－ta． （idem．66）
    Person（x＞from－KA strange letter－Nom arrive－Pst
    “1 received a strange letter from 1 don’t know whom ［＊specific ／ non－specific］
DARE in these examples is a qumtifiable item bearing a lexical feature ［＋human］． lt is glossed by Person （x）．
Nishigauchi observes that血e sequence Person（x）＋d4＋ノivm permits both of a speci丘。（i．e． the speaker can
identify the person in question） and a non－specific meaning （the speaker doesn’t rderitify whorn）， while the
sequence of、ρerson（x？ ＋ノわ〃2＋・lk A doesn’t accept a specific reading． R¢CogniZing a similarity between an
interregative and a non－specific reading， Nishigauchi relates this observation to the idea that the operator KA
following the case maricer is of intrmgative nature．
     In view of the relative position wnh respect to a case mariter， exemplification NANKA manifests a
parallel distribution with existentiai KA， and negative evaluation NANKA， with interrogative KA． From this
viewpoing 1 propose the following hypotheses：
（30）a KA of exemplification NANKA assumes a ftnction sirnilar to existential operator KA．
  b． KA of negative evaluation NANKA assumes a function similar to interrogative operator KA．
  c． AA indefmite item NAN of the particle NANKA introduces a variable and a restriction of the same
    type as the fbcaliZed item，（ex． an e建tity va謡able and a resniction【＋humanj血the case ofルfn
    伽。∫㎜），舳a鋭濠州hu㎜］ofNAN瞬㏄u圃囲24，
2．6． Cempositional derivation of exemplifiication use and negative evaluation use
     In terrns ofthe hypotheses （30arh£）， 1 will show in this subsection that the semantics of exemplification
meaning is eompositionally derived， and pext examine the derivation of fiegative evaluation meaning． According
to the hypothesis （30c）， NAN of NANKA introduces the same type of variable and restriction as the foealized
item． Under Alternative Semantic’s frameworK the variable is qumtified by the focus interpretation operator
（responsible for the creation ofthe FSV and similar to the interrogative operator）． As a resulg’NAN is interpreted
just as an WH item in WH quesdons， as shown in （3 1 a）：
24 An effect ofthis neuttulization will be discussed in Chapter 4．
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［［will mcm y］］＝ Z w ！ x． mall－m an y （x）（w） ，
〔［Tdemoto－NANIket｝wi〃man：ソ1］＝λwλw’［w∈f（1，w）〈λx［Mll－mcm y（xXw）〈ヨx（x＝tXw）】
                           ＝λx［Mtll・一mcm y（X）（W’）〈ヨX（X・ t）（W’）］
                                         y
In other vvords， 1 assume that the operator KA of the particle NANKA does not directly qumtify the indefmite
NAN， as in （25a） and （26a）， but serves to indicate the relation between the focaiized item and NAN
（independently qumtified and interpreted as a set of altematives）． By way of the hypothesis （3ea）， the operator
KA indicates an existence of a value of the variable x equivalent to the focaliz2d item25， rather than a simple
existence of a value of the variable （ex． existence of an individual equivalent to Mn Ttrkemoto among a set of
contextually relevant individuals， for Mr． Takemoto－NANKA）． Representing the focalized item by X， the
se血an雌cs of KA is represented by（31b）． It should be noted that the existence of an altemative other than the
focalized item is not presxpposed in the sementics of （31b）． ln other words， the operator KA indicates the
inclusion relation of the OSV among the set depicted by the FSV． in this way， the semantics of a propositionルtn
Tdemoto．NANII 4 will man y in w is derived fully compesitionally， as shown in （3 1 D．
     ln the case of negative evaluation NANKA， the meaning ofNAN is equally interpreted as a WH item，
as shown血（32の． According to血e h）lpothesis（30b）， KA in this case is an interrogative ope㈱rお㎞g whe蘭
the focalized itern X is inc｝uded in a set of contextually relevant altermatives denoted by NAN （ex． whether Taro
is included血a set of c（血e）mally relevant alternatives who came）．’lhis mear血g㎞ils do㎜職㎞g whe血er
the OSV is included among the set of FSV． This question is reduoed to a polar question asking whether the OSV
is tme in an accessible world w． ln this way， the question “Is the focus Taro included in a set of those who came
in w？” boils down to a polar question “Did Taro come in w？”， as shown in （32b；
（32）a ［［NA？vr］＝1PZwZw’lwEffl，w） A A x．P（xXw）＝ Z x．P（xXw’）］
b．［［KA］］＝λwλw’［ヨx（x躍Xw）＝ヨx（x ・X＞（w’）］
 c． ［［LNANKA］］ ： Z P Z w Z w’ ［vv E ffl，vv） AP（X）（w） 一一 P（XXw’）］
 d， ［［Taro］］＝｛t｝
e． ［｛ccmze］］＝ a w A x． Ccvne（xXw）
 f． ［［Taro－NANKA came in w］］＝ZwAw’［w E f（1，w）A（Came（t）（w）＝Came（tXw’））］
   ＝ ［｛Did Taro come in w2］］
The semantics in （32b obtained in a usual compositional way doesn’t correspond to that of the appropriateness
2S There exist cases whett： the expression attached to NANKA is not a simple individual， but a generali2ed qumtifier，
as in （D， or an adjectival predicate， as in （II）：
（D subeteno hito nanka ko－nai．
    All people NANKA mme－Gen “lt is not the case that all people－NANKA will come”
（ll） （watasi wa）kiree nanka de wa nai．
    1 Top pretty the like Cop Top Neg “lt is not the case that 1’m pretty－NANKA”
 The proper treatment ofthese cases will be a subject of future research．
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condition in （33b）， introduced in Section 2．4．：
（33）a［肱mα〃ηθ加wO】判
 b． ∀w【w∈maxg（1．w）f（1，w）〈一ヨw（w＝wO）］［一一 Came（t）（w）］
［defmdness condition］
｛appropriateness condition］
We should next ask how the true proposition in （33a） and the polar question in （32D give birth to a negation
observed in （33b）． For this purpose， 1 will refer to Han’s analysis of rhetorical questions．
2．7． Rhetorieal VVH questions
      A rhetorical question 1herally denotes a set of propositions （i．e． a set of sets of possible vvorlds）， but
express a negative proposition． Thus， a polar question in （34a） literally denotes a set of two possible
answers （i．e． positive one and negative ones）， as in （34b）， and， when interpreted as a rhetorical one，
expresses a negative answer in （34c）． Similarly， a WH question involving a WH item who in （35a） literally
denotes a set of possible answers（a set of sets of posslb韮e worlds where the set of those whoノ海8曲げ面
取ρper is the same）， as in（35b）． When㎞teq鵬ted as a rhetorical one， it expresses a negative answer no one







Did JOhn fmish the paper？ （Han 2002： 214）
λwλw’【（loini．77nished the paper in w）＝（し励η画面ε4〃吻砂θ吻wり］
Zw［w e f（Lw） A 7［Joini，17nished the paper in w］］
Who finished the paper？ （idem．217）
Z w 1 w’［ Z x． x．77nished the p（u）er in w ＝ A x． x．finished the paper in u， 1
λw［w∈f（1，w）〈一ヨx ［xfini・h・d〃te paper in w］27
The question raised by rhetorical questions boils down to askng why， among possible answers， a negative
one（ex．」∂1加dim’t／inish the paper f（）r（34a）and no one／fintShed the、papeアf（）r（35a））is selected．］Hati
proposes an analysis combh血g the semantics of i terrogatives and a pragmatic principle，‘Make your
contribution as i㎡formative as is required’． This帥ciple is a dedved食。搬塩e Gdclan Quantity P血ciple
requiring that the information value of a statement be maximal in the relevant discourse． The most valuable
information to the speaker is one◎ontrary to his predication． Han歪曲er claims thaち磁e血g a questlon，伽
26 ’lhe presence of a negation in thetorical questions is confumed by their compatibility with a strong ncgative polarity
 mil血nalizer a， as shown in（1）：
（1） Who lifted ”a finger to help Mary？ （Han 2002： 205）
27Pn terms of denotation， the intemDgative meaning of（34a）i血dicates a partition ofpossible worlds into tWo 9roups，加
 one of which Joinifinished thepaper， and in another John didn ’tfinished thepaper， as exemplMed in aa）． Simi｝arly，
 in a model M3 consisting of two・members ｛John， Mary｝， the possible values for the WH item who in （35a） is a
 power set of the set containing two individuals， that is， ｛ O ， John， Mary， ｛Jolm， Mary｝｝． （35a） then means， with
 respect to M3， a pa就ition ofpossible worlds into fbur gl加ps， as illus甑ed in（Ib）：
（1）a・ ‘ ［［Did’ 」oi?獅V7nished’狽??垂≠垂??2］］M”gW ＝
       group 1：Jbhn finished the paper in w 1， w3， w5， ．．．
b．
group 2 ： John didn’t finish th．．e paper in w2， w4， w6． ． ，
［［W加加h・踊・P・p・r・2］】M1・＆w譜
group 1 ： ！！st｝一g！！gone finished the paper in w 1 ． ． ．
gmup2：Jo㎞価shed the paper in w2，＿
group3 ： ewM ｛inished the paper in w3，． ． ．
group4： 11Qt1！1！一a！1g一1Y！g1；1ghn and Marie finished the paper in w4，． ． ． ’
一15一
speaker selects血e fomm that would be the most infomiative if it were true， th翫is， the form the least
compatible with his predication． As well known， negative pelar questions 1ike in （36a） “implicate that the
speaker expects a positive answef’ （Han 2002： 214）， as illustrated by （36b）：
（3 6）a Didn’t John fmish the paper？
  b． speaker’s eXpectation：John finished the paper（idem．214）
According to Han （idem．2 14）， “in genera1， a positive yes－no question has no implications as to the speaker’s
expe（）tation towards the answer． However， sometimes it implicates the speaker’s expectation towards the
answeちin pa面cular wh㎝出e auxilialy verb is lもcused， and when’ it does， it hnplicates that the speaker
expects a negative answof’， as shown in （37b）：
（3 7）a Did Jolm finish the paper？
  b， speaker’s expectaticm： John didn’t fmish the paper． （idem． 214）
（38）aWho面shed the paper？
   b． speaker’s expectation： most peQple did not fmish the paper （idem．217）
Similarly」apositive WH question，1ike（38a）， someti1鵬s inplicates that‘㌦the set of individuals who satis｛シ
the question is smaller than the set of血dividuals who do not satisfy the question，ラ（p。217）， as sho幅h1
（38b）． Therefore， in the rketorical reading by which the speaker intends a unique answer among possible
answers， the selected answer is one which arises the most naturally from his prediction， that is， a negntive
one， both for a positive polar question like in （37a） and for a positive WH question， as in （38a）．
     Hati assumes further that not only WH questions， but also polar questions include a WH item
（蜘1icit wh詑theア in the second case）． This author then clahlls that ‘cthe LF ou趣）ut of a rhetorica蓋
wh－question interac ts with pragmatics， and undergoes a post－LF derivation where the wh－phrase maps onto
anega縫ve quantifiof’（idem，220）． According to this a吻sis， a負er an董mplicit W］臼［item whether㎞（37a）or
肋oin（38a）are reSpective璽y replaced， at the post・LF leve1， by the negative operator（一）or by樋1e empty
set no one， the compositiQnal inte叩慨ation of the whole sentence is effected． Consequentlシ～although
mediated by a pnagmatic implioaturg the semantics of rhetorical questions rnay be derived compositionally．
2．8・Deriva“on of皿ega伽e eva1耐ion NANKA revisited
     Now， it is possible to rnake sense of the derivation of the appropriateness condition in （39c） ibom the
situationally obta血ed detinedness condition il（39a）and the semantically obtained meaning hl（39b）of a
propos轍on伽り一NANIkZ・ccrme・in・w：
（39）a， ［Tanっ（：卿θin wO］＝1                     ．              ［defindness condition］
  b． ［f Tano－NANKA came in w］］ ＝ a w a w’ ［wE ffl， w） A ［（ Taro came in w）＝ （Taro eame in w ）］］
  c． ∀w［w∈maxg｛1，w）ffl，w）〈一ヨw（w＝wO）］【一（Taro came in w）1    ［apPropriateness condition］
㎞view of the G1ician Quantity P血cip韮e， the factive proposition Taiりcame加wO provides a ma）dmal
information when the fact that Taro came is true only in the actual world， and not in other accessible vvorlds． A
pragrnatic implicature is thus derived according to which Taro did not come in an accessible world distinct fivm
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the actual world． intuitively， the speaker intentionally utters a positive polar question Did Taro come in （39b）， in a
situation vvhere the ptoposition Taro ccrme is clearly tme in the actual vvorld wO， as shown in （39a）． The pesitive
polar question in （39b） is interpreted as a ihetorical one： at the post－LF level， the interrogative pperator KA maps






［［NA？Vl］＝ a P 2 w 1 w’ ［w G ffl，w） A Z x．P（xXw） ＝ X x．P（xXw’）］
［［ke］］＝λw［一ヨx（x＝XXw）】
［［㎜】］＝＝λPλwλw，［w∈maxg（1，w）f（1，w）〈rヨw（w＝wO）
                  〈λ［P（文Xw）〈Nヨx（x＝X）（w）］＝Z［P（XXw’）〈一団x（XFM（w’）］｝
＝λPλw［w∈max離w）f（1，w）〈一一tヨw（w＝wo）］［r P（xXw）】
［｛Tar・o・NANKA came in w］］＝∀w［w∈maXg（i，w＞f（1，w）〈一打w（w＝wO）］［一（Tar・・came in w）］
＝［［Taro didu ’t come in w distinct．from wO．］］
Consequently， at the post－LF level， X－NAIVK14 is interpreted as denoting a restricted set of alternatives such that
they are distinct from the fbcus X，㎞all accessib董e world maXimally corTesponding to the o1de血g souroe and
distinct from the actual world， as shown in（40コ口：Tca’o一頃rANK＞4 is interpreted as denoting wha other〃ぬη7加。加
w面隠αノ70m wO」n other words， a sentence including negative evaluation NANKA is interpreted as indicating
that in any accessible worid maximally corresponding to the orde血g sou1℃e and dist血ct食om the aCtual world，
the focus X does not satisfy the proposition denoted by the sentence， as shown in （4ec’）． As a result the
semantlcs of the appropriateness condition in （40d） is derived， which indicates that in any aocessible world
maximally corresponding to the speaker’s wishes and distinct from the actual world， Taro didn f come．
2．9． Recapitulation
     in Section 2， 1 claimed that exernplifieation meaning ofNANKA is fully compositionally derived ftom
the meaning of NAN （inmoducing the same type of variable and restriction as the focali2ed item） and that of KA
（existential quantifier）， while itS negative evaluation mean血g needs， not only a compositional meaning of NAN
（which is the same as in exemplification case） and KA （interrDgative operator）， but also the intervendon of a
Grician Conversational lmplicature（Quantity P血cip亜e）．
3． French NP Comp XP eonstructions
     In this section， 1 will show that the analysis advanced in Section 2 for the ambiguity ofNANKA may be
applied to the ambiguity of FrenchハTP Conp XT）’． After co血m㎞g the fbcus analysis（Section 3．L）， I win show
that existential mat血気， Y A is respOnsible fbr giving birth to exemplificatk）n meanilg， il the same way as
existent観operator KA ofNANKA（S㏄行on 3。2・）Iwill．next cla㎞that surprise mea血9 of Fi℃nchハJP Comp沼U）
is derived via Grician Conversational lrnplica加re， in a way sinilar ta but a little different from Japanese negative
evaluation NANKA （Section 3．3．）
3．1． Focus analysis
     A㏄ording to an influential analysis， theハ研）（わ岬迎constrUction like㎞（41a，b）should be analyzed
as including a knd of relative clause：
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（4 1 ）a Est－ce que quelqu’un travaille ici ？一 Oui， il y a Pierre qui travaille． （Leard 1 992： 47）
   “ls anyone working here？ 一一 Yes， Pieire or the 1ike （for example） is working”
 b． Ah！ Men dieu！ dit－il， Monsieur Michel qui est mort！ （Sandfeld 1965： 1 55）
  “Oh， my God！ said he， Mr． MICHEL died！”
1 wi11 fiist examine the relative clause analysis and point out its problems （Section 3．1．1）， and next provide some
aiguments in favor ofthe focus analysis （Section 3．1．2）．
3．1．1． Pseudo－Relative analysis
   French NP Co〃卿畑may e】Kpress the existence 6f an evenちrather廿｝an ofan entity， as i 1（42a，b）：
（42）a． （1！ue se passe－t－il ？ 一 ll y a Pierre qui regarde la tele． （Leard 1992： 71）
  “What’s going on？ 一（Lit．） There’s Pierrre that is watching TV． ”
 b． （）ue se passe．t－il quand elle cScrit ？ Et 1’6motion qui s’empare d’elle quand elle lit certaines lettres ！
  “What happens when she is writing？ （Lit．） And the emotion that is emancipating iibm her when she is
  reading certain lerters！” （Roger Grenier， Les Ltvmes d’C／lysse： 128）
Doeties， Rebuschi ＆ Rialland （2004） argue that such an event reporting type should be analyzed as
“pseedo－reladve”， and that the pr，esttppositional part is elliptical． According to this analysis， （42a） may be
pmmphrased by （42a’） ；
（42）a’． ll y a ［Pierre qui regarde la tele］ guLsut；！aEsg （the underlined part is elliptical）
  “There’s［Piene who is watching TV］堕”
Pseudo・relatives typically occur as a perception verb complemeng as in （43a）， and manifest a subject ／ object
asymmetry． This restriction is equally observed in event－reponing cases of IL Y A NP Comp XT’ or independent
ハIP Comp ．P）：it must be the subject of．U’ that is superficially focalircd， as shown by the low acceptability of
cases involving a object NP in （43b） wnh a perception verb， （‘Ma） with IL Y A， and （44b） without a matrix． in
o廿鳩rwo曲，重he◎omplem㎝伽r must be a su切ect蝕m gμ’：
（43）a．Je la voiS qui marche dans les ten翫es．（Fla囎rし磁π冠㎞：103）
  “1 see him that is wallcing in the datks”
 b． ＊Je le vois qu’on decore des palmes acad6miques． （Muller 1995： 312）
  “IS㏄㎞三二y眠d㏄0嫁ing Wit血aCademiC p烈mS”
（‘id）a． ？ll y a le livte que Pierre lit （Leard 1992： 131） ［not fully acceptable with an event－reponing reading］
  “（Lit．） There’s the book that Pierre is reading．”
 b． ？Oh， le facteur que Pierre！enverse！（Fu川kawa 1996：64）
  “（Lit．） Oza the postrrian that Pierre is upsetting！”
’lhere however exist at least three distributional differences between perception verb cases and IL Y A ／
independent cases． First， severe aspeetual and temporal restrictions are imposed on perception verb cases； XZ’
should denote an event simultaneously occurring with that of the matrix and therefore of an imperfective ／
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duiative type （Radford 1975， Prebensen 1982， Kleiber 1988）． Furthermore， the tense ofM’ depends en that of
the matrix： a present tense in the matrix requires the same present tense in ．V’ as in （45a）， and a past tense （passe”
伽μ・，μ厩・・脚・・，・・impatyfaめin血e・m・nix・needS・aX7’・in吻・吻t・鵬・・ep・e・en血9・P・・t・倣・28．0血・・
past tenses denoting a perfective event （Passe simple or pagse compose） are excluded in XP， as in （45b） （Radford
1975， Prebensen 1982， Willems 1983， Benzakour 19M）． Ctn the other hand， the matrix ii y a in present tense
admits a XP in passe’ composg tense denoting a past eveng as in （46a）． lndependent cases equally accept passe’
compos6 tense， as in （46b）29：
（45）a Je le vois qui｛renre ／“est rentr｛S｝ tard．
     “1 see him that ｛is coming back／has come back｝ late” （adatpted fix）m Wrillems 19ss： 149）
  b． Je l’ai vu qui ｛rentrait ／’etait rentr6／’est rentre／“rentre｝ tard hier soir．
     “1 saw him that ｛was coming／’had come／“has come／“is coming｝ back late yesterday evening”
（46）a Ya mon chien qui a disparu hier．
     ‘‘（Lit）There’s my doc that disappeared yesterdaジ
   b． Le gracieux camarade qui m’est venu la par hasard ！ （rvlarivallx， Les FatLsses ConLt7dences： 1 182）
     “（Lit．） The gracefu1 ftiend that has come to me here by accident！”
     Secondly， a restriction conceming predicate type is imposed on pseudo－relatives of perception verbs：
XP should be a directly observable stage－level pre（iica加and thus cannot be an㎞dividual－level lype represent垣9
an inner state， 1ike an idea， a feeling， an intentiony as illustrated by the low acceptability of （47a） （Cadiot 1976，
Rothenberg 1979， Benzakour 19gn）： independent NP qui M’ is indifferent to this restiiction， as shown in （47b）：
（47）a ’Je le regarde qui deteste Marie． “1 watch hirn that dislikes Marie” （Benzakour 1 984）
  b． Moi qui la hajs． “（Lit．） Me that hate hef’ （Geneg Les Bonues： 38）
     Funhermore， a person restriction is observed in perception verb cases： the fust and sec（md persons are
excluded for the NP of NP qui Xl’， as in （48a） （Radford 1975， Rothenberg 1979， Kleiber 1988， Guasti 1992，
Cinque 1995）． This restriction is not observed㎞ハ「P gui ．U’ without a matrix， as illustrated by（48b）：
28@ptzsse’ simple and passe’ compase’ tenses represent a past perfective eveng whi｝e impwfait tense denotes a past state
 or a past habitude．
29 in an independent Np qui xe underlined in （D， a present tense denotes a perfective event occurring in a discourse
 sequence即or亡ed㎞」ワ醐54 simple（s㎞Ple past）tense． This lype of p！esent t｛狐…e may be analyzed as‘‘historical
 present”． Such a use ofpresent tense is impossible in perception verb cases：
（D ［When the speaker was playing as an accompanist in a club， a lot of unpredictable accidents happened （ine
ofsuch episodes is reported below］
Un autre jour， j’aocompagnais un violoniste qui jouait la Danse des lutins de Bazzini． Au bout de quelques
mesures， ce fut la cacophonie． Ce qu’il jouait ne correspondait plus du tout avec ce que j’apercevais sur la
partition． On m’avait toume deux pages d’un coup！ Nous iecommencames， fianchimes sans encombre le
passage perilleux， et．．． nouvelle catastrophe！Encore une page satit6e！pmtt l 1 ul ：＜＜Alors，
petit gars， ga commence a suflire！ ＞＞．
“Another day， 1 was accomparTying a violinist playing the Dance offairies of Bazzini． After some measures，
臨was．血e ca◎ophony． What he was playing did not at all correspOnd to what 1 was 100kmg at on血e
partition． Two pages were tumed at once！ We restarted， jumped without hesitation the difficult passage，
and．．． anether catastrophe！ One page was jumped again！ （Lit．） At！1d－hi！！Lgld him that ta m h ulder： ＜＜Then little
boy， now it is suMcient （it needs not to continue） ＞＞”
（Bruno Monsaingeon， Richteア’60廊， oo〃昭rsation， Actes Sud：46）
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（48）a ？／“Pierre me voit qui parle a Jean． “Pierre sees me that am talking to Jean” （Guasti 1992： 251）
  b． Moi qui croyais qu’il ne comprenait pas ！ “（Lit．） Me that believed that he didn’t understand！”
    （Dostoevsky， Le ．lroueur： 9 1 ）
These differences seem to suggest that the event－reporting type ’of NP qui M’ vvith IL Y A （there’s） or without a
matrix stioukl not be analyzed on a pair with pseudo－relatives ofperception verb complements．
3．1．2． Arguments for fecus analysis
    Next， 1 will present two arguments in favor of the focus analysis of French IVP Comp XT’ with or
withoirt IL Y， Firsg a similar surprise meaning is conveyed in English by “emphatic focus” constructions
involving contmstive stress， as in （49）：
（49） John would distrust Albert SCWEITzer． （Kritka 1995：15）
This kind of foeus constuction is called “quantificati（mal superlative” Gaucomier 1975） or “pragmatic
superlative” （Haspelmath 1997）． According to Krifka （199S： 15）， this construction induces alternatiVes and “The
㎞σdon of emphatic fbcus is to血dicate that the pmposition血at is actually asSerted is p1ima伽ie a pa㎡cularly
曲one舳rel脚tD the alternatives［．．］血the current common 9round”：（49）su認esお肱“it must be
considere（t that John would trust Albert Scitweitzer than ［．．．］ any other person” （idem． 15）． lt is true that this
emphatic focus meaning does not exactly correspond to surprise meaning of NP Comp xe， but rather to an
extremity meaning evoked by scalar additive particles 1ike even （see Section 2．1，）． But a surprise meaning
equally observed suggests a validity of similar treatment ofFrench NP C（mtp XI’ and English emphatic focus．
    Secondly， as neted in Section 3．1．1．， French NP Comp M’ may express the existence of an event， and in
this case， a subject ／ Object asymmetry is observed．’ Such an event reading is equally available for English
einphatic fo（ us mmctions， as in （50a） （called “sentence focus” by Lambrecht 1994）， where a similar subjecti
object asyrnmetry is observed as shown by the low acceptability of object focus in （50b）：：
（50）a． ［V三重｝即pened？1－1ヨ【er FA：THER died． （La血brecht 1994：143）
 b． wny didn’t she come to work today？ 一一 ＃ Her husband made a SCENE． （idem．308）
This common restriction justifies the parallel treatment of French and English censtructions as focus sentences．
    By ttre way， Olivier Bomani （p．c．） is skeptical to the focus analysis ofIL YA NP Comp XI’ constmction，
which is not fully acceptable in a typical focus envirormeng that is， question－answer pair， as in （5 1）：
（51） Qui travaille ？一？ll y a Pierre （qui travaille）． （Leard 1992： 47）
     Who is wo面ng？一（Lit．）There is PierTe（that亘s workhlg）．”
He also suggests that this construction involves rather a ‘partial topic’ in the sense of BUring （1999） （see Section
2．2．）： the fact that it essentially represents a partial （non－exhaustive） answer allows it to be used in event reporting
cases vvhich are obliged to be partial answers： when the dialogue in （52） is uttered， one may not be able to
enumeiate exhaustively what is happening：
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（52） Qu’est£e qui se passe ？ ・一 li y a Michel qui est tombe dans 1’escalier．
    “What happened？ 一 rvffCHEL has fell down on the stairs”
It should be耐ed that the focus intended by Bonami is the one vvhich圃smitS a new information（informadon
fecus）， It seems possible to ma血tain thatハIP qu’XU’ instantiates a different type of f（）cus， that is， a cont困ve
focus whose defming feature is to introduce a contiast with respect to alternatives， rather than transmitting a new
information． Even if it turns out to be appropriate to analyze this construction in tetms of “contrastive topic”， it
remains possible to analync it as a focus in a broad sense defmed in the present paper． ln the following two
sections， 1 will examine the derivation ofexemplification and surprise meanings ofNP Comp．U’．
3．2． Compositional semanties ef exemplification meaning
    I fust claim that exemplification meaning of NP Comp ）（7’ should be amalyzed semantically on a pair
with that of exemplification NANKA． hl ef琵。ち㎞．the正， Y A cascs， the eXistence of other candidates satisfying
the relevant proposition is not presuppesea just as in exemplification NANKA， and may be cancelled，
differently from cases involving an additive particle aussi （too？， as shown by the contrast in （53ab）：
（53）a Qui a vot6 pour toi ？ 一一 ll y a Frangois qui a vote pour moi et pemme d’autre．
    “Who voted for you？ 一 （Lit．） There’s Frmgois that voted for me and no one other than him” （adapted
    frem LcSard 1992： 49）
 b． （）ui a vote pour toi ？ 一一 ＊Frangois aussi a vote pour moi et personne d’antre．
    “wno voted for you？ 一一 ’Frangois also voted for me and no one other than him． ”
On the basis of the hypothesis that NP Comp xe instantiates a focus construction， 1 wi11 propose， for the example
（54a）， the structure in （54b）：
（54）a ll y a Pierre qui travaille．
  b．猫。re’s pieπe［cp OPk血脈is冊r㎞gl
TalCi血g i血to account血e 」fact t1瓢the fbcus h鵬rp狛e丘on operator is essentially the same as an h貰emoga藪ve
operator， it seems reasonable to assume that the denotation of the CP part in （54b） is the same as that of a wn
question （which boils down to the focus semantic value）， as shown in （55a）：
（55）a．［［0油川．綴㈲α躍四温】］＝λwλw’【λ・xBe－w・rin’ng（x）（w）＝λx．旋一wα伽9（xXw’）】
  b． ［［ily a］］
    ＝λPλwλw’［w∈f（1，w）〈（λx【P（xXw）〈ヨx（x等i濁（w）］＝＝ k x ［P（xXw’）〈ヨx（xニX）（w’）D】
  c． ’［［Pienie］］＝ ｛p｝
  d．【［〃ンαP∫θη切磁御α’Z々加w】］＝λwλw’正w∈取w）〈
           （λx ｛Be－w・肋9（xXw）〈ヨx（x－rPXw）1＝λx［βθ・晶晶9（xXw）〈ヨx（炉PXw’）」））
The existential matrix IL Y A assumes the same function as the existential operator KA of NANKA： it indicates
an inclusion relation of the focalieed item （Signaled by X in （55b）） among a set of alternatives （that is， an
inclusion relation of the OSV among a set of the FSV）， as shown in （55b）． The exemplification meaning is fully
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compositi（mally obtainecl， as illustrated in （55d）， which denotes a set of sets of accessible worlds where the set of
those wbo are working arKi who include Pieme is the same．
33．Deriv醐on ofSU叩rise mea血9
   As regards independent NP Comp XP， 1ike in （56a）， its syntax is equally represented by （56b）． The
denotation of the CP part is the same as a WH questicm， just in exemplification cas¢， as shown in （57a）． But
d田lerently丘z）m正， Y A cases， the absence ofamatdx leads to a situ飢ion where the focus and the CP part cannot
be seinantically related：
（56）a． IN，fichel qui est mort！ “）vflCHEL is dead！”
 b． Mlchel lcp OPk qui ek est mQ司








［［M：ichel OPk qut ek est mort in w］］
＝λWλW’［wGirnax，（i．w）t（1，W）〈rヨW（W嚇0）
  幽ct1vhyl
［by Griciaii Quamity Principle］
       〈λ x ［Decid（xXw）〈rヨx（xNrl）（w）】＝ Z x ［De‘id（xXw）〈一八x（xrmXw’）］］
零∀w【w∈maxg（i，wif（1，w）〈一ヨw（w嵩wO）⊃［一（MicheZ・iS・dend in w）］［apPm画翫㎝ess condition］
Crucially， this◎onstruction is uttered i皿acontext where血e ord画y se搬antic value iS presupposed as true in the
ac加al wodd wO（魚ctivity）， as shown㎞（57c）， just as in the cases of negative evaluation NANKA． I will a1gue
that a Grician （）uantity P晦ciple makes sense of the de！iv飢ion of the app翼～pr撤eness condition（57e）釦）m the
sernantically obtained WH question meaning （a set of sets of possible worlds） in （57a） and the situationally
ob伽己tme p童て〕邸量醸。薮血（57c）：the speaker h並entio蛾ally ut㎏1s a「冊question wゐ。 is deed in w2 in a sitUation
Where the p⑩position翫舵1な鹿子is cleady t田e㎞the actual world wO． A㏄or曲1g to the Quan垣ty P面ciple，
the factive proposition is maximally inirormative vvhen it is true only in the actual world wO， that is， when the
variable x is not equivalent to the f6calized item Michel and a possible world w is not equivalent to the actual
vvorkl wO， as sbown in （57d）， As a resulg the semantics in （56e） is derived， which indicates that in any accessible
world in the modal base ffl，w）， maximally corresponding to the ordering soiuce g （1，w） （refiecting the speaker’s
expecrtatien）， and which is not equivalent to the actual worlct the proposition Michel is decid is not true．
   According to this analysis， the absence of a matrix in French focus consmetions substantially
◎cmUibutes tO the derivation of their・su価se me㎝面騒 and theref（）re it needs not be reStofi∋d by any syntactic or
semarrtic process30． lh面s chapter， 1 showed that exemplificaion and surprise meanings of French．MP Comp．U’
focus construc tions may be analyzed in a way fundamentally similar to the ambiguity of Japanese focus particle
NANKA．
30Stai血on（2004）r㏄㎝tly de驚nds an idea血t a卿tac憾。 or semandc e皿ipsis is陰σt always lequlred愈）r the
 ih嫡prcetation of non－se瓶ential speex）hes，甑e‘‘Sam’s mom’，（ut㈱d in a sit皿atiofi where bOth the ＄peaker and the
hearer・；鵬looking at the referred woman in the doorway）， and suggests由a曲e gap b伽een a l量伽l mea血9（Le．
e而切an曲e i血ende面e面㎎（i．e． PrOPosition）。f such one・w（）rd・se皿ences is b頚dged via曲e infer，enhal process
 h職hlg p卿tual㎞br眠蜘ロand ex血・1ingu嘘dc㎞owledge． My claim concen血g the Fre㏄h㎞us cons甘uction
 is that the infe1鴇ntial pmcess mo麺tioned by Stahlton is㎞elevant fbr its surpdse mea血g which arises not via s㏄h
 an inference process， but by way of Conversati（劇hnpHca加re．
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4． Special ordering source induced by negative evaluation NANKA
     In S㏄tion 2．4．， I cited「晒amanaka（1995）’s characte血：ation of negative evaluation NANKA， according
to which the focaliut item is not only out of the speaker’s expectation， but contrary to her ／ his preference
（wishes）． Such an implication of inappropriateness is not observed with French NP Comp ．U’． This special
evaluative meaning rnay be captured by saying that the ordering souice activated by negative evaluatien
NANKA is a boulectic one （in view of the speaker’s wishes） rather than a doxastic one （in view of the speaker’s
bel董efS）or an epistemic one（in view of available evidences）． I will examine this question， by pOin血g out a
similarity between negative evaluative NANKA arid a speeial kmd of rhetorical “wrl question．
4．1． Special rhetorical questions involving a what．like item
     The analysis advanced in Sections 2．7 and 2．8． boils down to treating negative evaluation NANKA on a
pair with thetorical qUestions．魅圃lel甑ment is suppo畑by曲e醜nce of a s頗紐㎞d of rhe㎞副





9gg n’a－t－il ［t＝the Serb rdgime］ choisi la discussion et 1’echange au lieu de soutenir dans le plus grand
cynisme le pilonnage de Sarajevo ou les executions collectives？ ［Frenchl
 Why（Lit Vゾha‡）haven’t they chosen digcussion and exchange ilstead of supPor血19沁the u㎞ost
cynicism the shelling of Sarajevo or collective executions？” （Munaro ＆ Obenauer 1999： 209， note 15）
YYgtL schaust du mich so an ？！ （idem．） ［German］
vvhat look you at－me so “Why （Lit． What） aie you lcoking at me 1ike that？！”
nani （o） nai－teru一 no？ （Adachi 2001：131） ［Japar；ese］
thing（x）（Acc）cry－Progressivelnterrogative “Why（Lit． What）are you crying？！”
According to Munaro ＆ Obenauer （2002）， this construction expresses “the speaker’s siuprise， annoyance or
disapprovai with respect to the event referred to”． This meaning is strikingly similar to that of negadve evaluation
induced by NANKA． These authors further observe that a formal particularity of this construction is to involve a
WH item corresponding to English what， but interpreted as wity． They sirggest that the・origin of this ＄pecial use
of w加レJf舵WH item may be tra㏄d back to its lexic訓ly poor an山mderspecified features二（油er WH items醸e
wkO， where， or w妙bear some positive featUre like【＋hu期an］，【＋plaGe］or【十n巳ason】， v面le the features of
what－like WH items are only n（rgatively specified， such as ｛一human］， ［一placel， ［一reason］．
4．2． Feature neutralization of focus particle NAINKA
     As noted in Section 2．5．， NANKA also includes a what－like item NAN（1） whose features are only
1㎎ぬvely speci5ed． NAN（1）in independent uses iS restricted to denote｛m entity bearing｛’ea加res like卜huma皿】，
卜place］，卜t圃，陣son］， e也． For example， a boundable item bearing［＋human］ feature in Japanese is DARE
（see Section 2．5．）． Therefore， DARE but not NAN（1）isσompatible with a verb that総quines a human sψlecち甑e
ronban o knhi （write a paper）， as in （59a）． On the other hand， in order to focaliz： a human NP， only NAN－KA is
possible， and DARE－KA is excluded， as observed in （59b）：
（59）a ｛dare ／“nani｝ ga robun o kai一 ta no ？
     ｛person（x）／＊thing（x）｝Nom paper Acc write－Pst lnterrog．“｛Who f “What｝ wrote a paper？”
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  b． Taro｛’dareka ／nanka｝ ga ronbun o kai一 ta
    Taro ｛ “DAREKAI NANKA ｝ Nom paper Acc write－Pst “’lhe like ofTaro wrote a paper ！”
（60）a ｛doko ／’nani｝ e iku no？
    ｛place （x） ／ “thing（x） ｝ to go lnterrogative “｛Where ／ ’To what｝ do you go？”
   b． Simoda e ｛“dokoka ／nanka｝ nani－si ni iku no？（Teramura 1991：182）
    Simoda to ｛“DOKOKA ／ NANKA｝ what－do in－order－to go lnterrogative
    “What makes you to go to the 1ike of Shimoda？”
Similarly， a boundable item with ［一tplaoe］ feature is ooKO． in a context where a 10cation is in question， as in
（60a）， ooKO but not NANI is used． On the other hand， in order to focalize a postpositional phiase with ［一tplace］
feature， NAN－KA and not ooKO－KA is usea as shown in （60b）． Such a neutralization of feature restriction
co血monly observed in NANKA and what－like WH items in surprise rhetorical questions s㏄血s to justifシthe
parallel treatment ofthem．
     Then why iS the neut1ah囲on of色a血me restriction associated with‘“the speaker’s su叩rise， annoyance
or disapproval’P 1 advance the following hypothesis： i） by using a what－like WH item whose feature is tee vague
in the context where a more specified feature （normally ［＋Teason］ feature） is expected， it is suggested that there is
no appmpda給㎜son， ii）similar・ly， in the case of XP欄， by using a form NAN whose feature doesn’t
exactly corTeSpond to that of XP， it is suggested that the type of altematives should be widened fivm the default
type in order to find the value correspending to M’． This widening gives rise to an effect that M’ is not included
among dofault and appropriate altematives in the relevant context
5． Negative evaluation NANKA as a Cenventional lmplicature item？
     1 clairned above that the derivation of negative evaluation meaning ofNANKA and surprise meaning of
IVP Comp XID is mediated by a Grician Conversationai lmp1icature． By the way， these meanings don’t contribute
to the trath condition of the senterice，． bat concems only its appropriateness condition in a way sirnilar to some
o伽㎞川島icles l鑑e躍η． The咽肛記di亘ve m㎝盛ng ofθv8ηis o㎞analyzed㎞te㎜s of Convention創
lmplieature （see fbotnote 9）． Recently， Kaplan （1999）， Potts （2005）， and Kratzer （2005） aigue that expressive
items， illustrated by an adjective damn in （61a） or an epithet 7’erk in （61b）， should be analyrcd by way of
Conventional lrnplicature：
（61）a Ed refuses to look after Sheila’s 一damn dog． reoms 2005： 158）
 b． Right after Chuck agi℃ed tO help out，1血e越boarded a plane藪》r Tahiti（ibid．）
In this section， 1 will compare my analysis of negative evaluation NANKA and surprise NP Comp XI’． in terms of
Conversational lmplicature with such a recent analysis in terms of C（mventional lmplicature．
5・1。criteria iden軸9 expresstVe contents
      Potts （2005） proposes some criteri＆ in order to identify expressive items．
a） The expressive item， evoking a discrepancy between superficial structure and conteng needs not to
semantically take as aigument its nominal sister， but the entire clause3 i． For example， negative evaluation
3i Two different views are lrroposed concerning syntax ／ semantics interface for items semantically scoping over the
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expressed by伽n in（62a）and in（62b）may not concern only Sheila ls dog or the mochine， but the fact that we
have to look a77er Sheila s’ dog or the fact that the machine didn ’t come with an electrie plvg：
（62）a We have to 100k after Sheila’s dg！ng dog． （idem．166）
 b． Nowhere did the instructions say that the s1a！pg－machine didn’t come with an electric plug！ （ibid．）
（II） The expressive content is not presupposed， but entailed． For instance， the presupposition evoked by stop in
（63a）， such that John “sed to smoke before may be cancelled． On the other hand， the speaker’s evaluation
expressed by bastcnd in （63b） camot be canceled：
（63）aJo㎞魍smoki㎎． But in facちhe has never smoked．
 b， That bats1a！！tard1 Corner was promoted． ＃ But probably he in fact is a nice guy． （modified ftvm Potts 2005：
    157）
The hearer may contest the appropriateness of the speaker’s evaluatiog as in （64a）， but the negation of the
appropriateness does not at a11 iniluence the truth of the fact that Corner was promoted， differently from the
ordinary negation， illustraSed in （64b）：
（64）a． Aime： That bt｛ls1a1tarstd Corner was promoted． 一 Kyle： Comer is not a bastard． （idem．157）
  b． Anne： Corner got promoted． 一 Kyle： Corner did not get prometed： （ibid．）
（III） The expressive content is attributed in principle exclusively to the speaker． For example， in （65a）， negative
evaluation expressed by dimn camot be due to the subject of the sentence Clinton， bnt only to the speaker ofthe
s6ntenee Bush：（65a）can be長｝llowed by‘‘although CIinton doesn’t say血at the．Republicans are damn gμys”， but
not by “but 1 am not suie if the Republicans are really damn guys”． Sirnilarly in （65b）， we cannot get an
inte町》re圃on such th飢each∠）θ〃iocrat judges his∫Ptoposa！as stUpid， but only the speaker may assume a ro蓋e of
the evaluator：
（65 ）a． Bush： Clinton says the s1atm1 n1！！L Republ icans sliould be less partisan． （idem． 1 60）
 b． Every Dem（xclat with apr（～posal／b7顔）rmk claims the E1U2Ld thingk deserves public supPort．（ibid）
aV） The expressive content is independent tfom the tmth conditional content， This is confirmed by （65b） which
indicates that the expressive meaning expressed by stupid cannot enter into scope relation with the
c－commanding qumtificationa l operator eソejワ・Similarly， the expressive mean㎞g of伽ηin（66a）and ofン8rk i血
（66b） can be influenced neither by negation or past tense：
 wbole sentence． Rooth （1996） c｝aims that focus particles （only， also， etc．） in general take a proposition as their
 argument． He proposes， for （la） involving a focus particle only， the LF syntax in （lb）， vvhere the sentence op（matnr
 only takes scope over the who｝e sentence and refers， in五ts Iexical sema面cs， to the alternative set C：
（Da． Ctnly ［MICHEL］F．，，， is deacL
 b．   ［IP only（C）［P［IP MIC］肥しF量s dead】～C］  ［～is t血e員）cus inte！pretation operator， see S㏄tio且2．2．］
 On the otber hand， Potts argロes that an expressive adjective田くe db〃ln is syntactiCally just an ord吻nom㎞al
 modifier， and that the semantic compesitiOn Of COnventioma1 linplicature contents is eflbcte（1 tetally independent
 from that oftruth conditioma1 contents．
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（66）a． lt is just not true that Sheila’s dg1p！1 dQg is on the couch！ （idem． 159）
  b． That jptt 1！rk Ed skipped wotk last week． ＃But Ed isn’t．ig！X now， since he has started showing up regularly．
    （ibid．）
5・2・Negative evalua伽n NANKA andハIP Ct，mp XI’ construction
     Negative evaluation NANKA and surprise meaning NP Comp M’ effectively satisfy these four criteria
①Ev㎝迂NへNKへis super丘cially a1伽hed to a nomi㎞al， it semam樋cally takes a propositi㎝al atgument：in
（67a）， what is pat into question is the membership of Ta，ro among those who carrie： in other contexts， Tarv might
be a goo（1 candidate， for example among members who wi11 succeed in some exarnination：
（67）a． Yorinimo yotte Tare nanka ga yattteki－ta
     of all others Taro the like Nom come－Pst “Of all others， the like of Taro came”
  b． Michel qui est mort！ “IVilCHEL died！”
ln the case of NP Comp M’， the form ／ content discrepancy is more clear． As noted in Section 3．1．， when the
complementizer iS a subject｛form qui， this。onstruction tendS to be interPreted as◎onveyi㎎as明）rise・about．an
event rather than about a NP： （6fo） is naturally interpmed as expressing a surprise towards the death ofMichel．
（II） Negative evaluation of NANKA and surprise meaning of，？VP Comp xe cannot be canceled： it is impossible
to follow （67a） by a clause suggesting a pesitive evaluation， as in （68a）， or to follow （67b） by a clause expressing





Yctinimo yotte Taro nanka ga yattteki－ta．＃watasi wa manzoku clat－ta．
of all others Taro the like Nom come一 Pst 1 Top satisfied Cop－Pst
“oc all others， th¢ 1ike ofTaro came． ＃1 vvas satisfied （with that）”
A：Yorinimo y（nte Taro nanka ga yattteki－ta．
 of all o曲ers Taro the 1ike Nom come・Pst
B：demo nani ga ikenai no？
  But what Nom wrong lrrterTogative “But what’s wrong （about the fact that Taro came）7’
Michel qui est rnort ！ ＃ J’ai prdvu ga
“vaCHEL died！ ＃ 1 predicted thaf’
A： Michel qui est mort ！ “IVfiCHEL died！”
B： Mais ce n’est pas etonnant． ll etait malade depuis longtemps．
 “But it is not surprising． He was sick for a long time”
The hearer may contest the appropriateness of the speaker，’s evaluation or expectation， withcwt influencing the
t田血◎ondi丘onal contenちas observed in（68b）and（69b）， just like i皿the exp爬ssive aqec廿ve伽η㎞（64a）．
（lll） Negative evaluation of NANKA and surprise meaning of NP Comp xe afe attributed in principle
exclusively to the speaker： negative evaluation in （70a） or surprise meaning in （70b） are attributed to an
individual other than the speaker， and these sentences aie not fully acceptable：
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（70）a “ ［Michel Ltnka ga yattteki 一ta］ koto ni John wa odoroi－ta， ga watasi wa makusi－ta．
    ［Michel ！bgt．1i1sglike Nom come－Pst］ fact to John Top surprised－Pst but 1 Top satisfied－tPst
    “Jo㎞was suq）rise曲at the like ofMichel came． But I was麟s倉ed（with his◎oming），’
b． “Ca lui est etormant Michel qui est mort ！ Mais je ne suis pas surpris．
   “lt is surprising to him that MICHEL died． Bnt 1’m not suiprised”
（IV） The independence of negative evaluation of NANKA wlth respect to the truth cofiditional content is
oo㎡圃by御e伽t鰍it is not櫨u㎝c鉱as a陰野sslve繭ecdve伽n， by a㈹㎜飢d㎏q㎜面er：in
（71）， a sentential negation does not influence an evaluation given towards Taro， who rmains negatively judged
as a member who comes32：
（71） Taro




come一 Neg“lt’s not the case that the like ofTaro comes’“3
     Ta． kin’9血to accolmt血ese phenom㎝忌門e Co且ve加護onal Implica加re a副ysis ef negative evah圃on
NANKA and French NP Comp ．U’ seem to be appropriate． lt should however be noted thag according to P（｝tts
（2005： 7）， an expies＄ive ccmtent is part of lexical meaning： “No lexical item comibutes both an at－issue
［＝tn血℃・ndi“・n】㎝d a CI区）・nventi・nal lmplicature］ m・・ning’“‘． F・11・w㎏曲d・制甑艀C卿畑
sbould be excluded from the category of Conventional implicature， since its expressive meaning might not be
reduced to its lexical rneaning． Furthermore， exemplification meanirig of NANKA lacking an emotive content
should be anI樋yzed as peitaining tO the加th。conditional content． The Conventiona玉Implicature analysis s飼ctbl
distinguishing tmth conditional contmits arid expmssive contents is fetoed to admit that nQgative eva1uatiop
NANKA is a completely different lexical item fiz）rri exemplification NANKA． ln a unificational viewpoing such
an analysis see】鵬to be less apPea！㎞9 than theεmalysis advanced he！e！ecognセh19， betWeen the two uses of
NANKA， both a similarity （i．e． common indefinite’ NAN） and two differences （i．e． different fUnction of KA and
32T・醐C・mP．U’。・nSUucti・・㎞㎞9・m・t甑面・t・就蜘ing・tr・血・el・v蹴・f・・℃・mm・・ding・¢㈱・蛤
 diMcult to apply．
33@Another phenomeno“ seems to 血dh・ectly supPort（k）nventio】咽 1撫P旦icature analysis of negative evaiuation
 NANKA． Potts （2005） airgues that Conventional lmplicature is instantiated not only by expressive contents， but also
by parentheses◎onvey㎞9血e s鉾譲a’s co㎜㎝t叡血e圃1 co幽onal oo㈲t．舳au伽obServes伽such
卿曲eses cannot be！d蹴d m a non醜re曲1 nomimL like in（la）， wh㈱血e an紀cedent of a p㎜曲esi9 a
 psychiatrist ofhers is bound by a universally quantified NP every stude，zt．
（Da ＊Every student spoke with a psychiatrist ofhers， a caring individual who welcomes housecalls． （Potts 2005：
     176）
 b． ’dare nanka／ ’dareka nanka （ibid．）
     who NANKA ／ someone NANKA
 As noted in Section 2．4．， Teramura （1991： 185） observes that negative evaluatien NANKA caimot be attached to a
 non－sp㏄ific or quantified nom㎞1：NANKA cannot focaliZe a bOundable item dUre （Person（x，リ， indef独e pronoun
 dareha （someone）， as observed血（lb）． For血is㎏sち1V：P Comp XI’ constuction manifests different distributions：曲
 construction seems to accept quantified NP， as shown in （M：
QD Tout le monde qui est mort！ “EVERYONE died！”
34@According to this definitioq a concessive conjunetive marker bttt， which is often cited as instantiating Conventional
 lmplicature， is excleded froin this categOry， just because it equally contributes the truth conditional meaning， that is，
 conjunction （A）． A similar perspective is advanced by Kaplan （1999） and Kratzer （2005）， who claim that expressive
 i畑conUibute not to the descniptive／truth－conditional content of a sentence， but to壼ts apPrqpria艇use：㎞傭
 （2005：8）argues tha£‘r血e e）tpressive mea血g［＿］wou豊d be the set of possible situations㎞whic血［the t蹴血
 conditiona1 content］ is uttered appropriatcly．”
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（ir）！elevance of Conversationa1 lmplicature）， and which血曲er applies to WH exdamatives， as will be sho㎜㎞
Sec復on 6．
6．lmpli｛mtion for WH exclama伽es
    in this section， 1 will suggest that the analysis proposed for negative evaluation NANKA and surprise
NP Comp JU’ may provide a fresh 100k upon the analysis of WH exclamatory c（mstructions． ln effecg an
indefinite boundable NAN（1） （what） is observed in botii the focus particle NANKA and the adverbial NANTE
6bserved i且Japanese excla鵬ato1y dauses，1ike㎞（72a）35：
（72）a． kono hana．wa  三皇   kireena  no－ da．  （Ono 2002：305）
   this flower－Top NANTE beautiful Comp Cop
   “Lit lt’s （surprising） that this fiower is WHAT beautifu1！”
   “How beantifu1 this fiower is ！”
 b． omae，［aitu－no idokoro］！1apt！ge sit一 teiru no一 ka！ （Numata 2003：236）
   yoeq hirn“en place NANTE know－Progr Comp－interrog／Surprise
   “lt’s（s岬risi㎎）t㎞t you㎞ow his place・NANKA！”
c．Di㎞㎡曲㎞’na㎞i離伽㎞一s呵nante！（Genciai Nihongo Bmpoo 4：88）
   Piour Loc exact－be you Nom be－late］ NANTE
   “lt’s （surprising） that you who are puncma1， YOU ARE LATE！”
It sbould be noted that NANTE may also be used as a focus particle in a way essentially similar to negative
evaluation NANKA36： in （72b）， NANTE is anached to a nominal aigument and may be replaced by NANKA，
while， in （72c）， it is attached to the whole sentence．
    Similarly， in French （and in English too）， a degree exclamation may be expressed by a construction
supe面ciany ve莚y s㎞i㎞‘tく）su価seハIP Co拠ρXP， that is， independent relative◎onstructions， called Nomh迅l
Exclamatives and illustraSed by （73a） which is serriantically equivalent to a WH exclamative in （73b）：
（73）a． Les beallx biceps que tu as 1 “The handsome muscles that you have ！”
b． Qgets beaux biceps tu as ！ “NYkgLt handsome muscles you have ！”
Such super丘cial shnilari纐es between i）｛bcus par旺cle NA｝Kへ／ sutl）rise蝦）（）omp X］》and ii）adved）ial NANTE
／Nominal Exclama伽eハIP Comp ．XiP seem to suggest semantic similarities between i）negative evalu飢ion／
surprise and ii）degree exclamation． Fro組曲邸卿tlve，1 wlll examine the semantics of WH excl繊i鴨s
belov賄
35 According to Ono （2002）， the syntax ef （72a） is represented by （1）： an adverbial NANTE rernains in situ and is
 亜icensed by a copular DA， situated in the head of FocusP and bea血g a fea加鴬［＋focus】：
（1） ［iioeusp tsifiitedep［this flower NANTE beautifu1］［Fini，，de NO（norninalizet）fr，ms DA］］！
 Fo皿owillg this analysis， an adverbial NANTE is endowed With a【＋｛bcus】fb3鋤e， as focus particle NANTE．
36 in fact， diachrenically， the immediate sourue of focus particle NANTE is not the same as that of exclamatory
 adve！も姐NANTE Accαrding to勘ongo Dai ’iten（2003：341）， a皿adved）面NANTE sterns愈て）m NANI＋TO＋IU
 （what ＋ quotation ＋ say）， while focus particle NANTE is originated from NADO－FTO 〈NADO ＋quotation） where
 NADO inclnded NANI＋TO （7；hing（x）＋quotation） （see footnote 21）． Therefore， in spite of their different sources，
 bcnh uses ofNAN’IIE etymologically involve a boundable item NANI （7hing（x？）．
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6．1． Previous semantic analyses ofWH exclamatives
    wn exclamatives are superfricially similar to WH interrogatives in that both of them involve a wa
item， ln this sectio” 1 will review three iecent semantic analyses of WH exclamatory clauses recognizing such a
formal similarity3’．
6．1．1． Rexach （1996）
    Rexach （1996： 154） claims that “interrogatives and exclarnatives have basically the same denotations”，
and that a semantic difference between them is that exclamatives are endowed with an illocutionary operator
EXC： a wn intterogative in （74a） and a WH exclamative in （75a） thus are respectively represented by （74b） and
（75b）， where d indicates a degree variable， and a constant a， the speake！8：
・（74）a How tall is John？（Rexach 1996：153）
  b． Zw’［’t d． Tall （w’）（j，d）＝ t d． Talt （w）（j，d）］） （idem．154）
（75）a． How tall John is！ （idem．1’56）
 b． EXC （aXw） （Z w’［ c d． Tall （w’）G，d） ＝ t d． Tall （w）（j，d）］）
The serriantics in （74b） “denotes a set ef possible wQrlds in which John is as tall as he is in the actual vvorld w”
（idem．154）39． The semantics in （75b） expresses the speaker （a）’s “anitude （surprise， adrriiration，’ amazemerit）
towards the fact ttiat John is d－tail， where d is John’s degree oftallness” （idem． 156）．
    WH degroe exclamatives 1ike in （75a） further evoke an extremity according to which “the degree of
John’s tallness is greater than any other degree in a seale of degrees of tallness ［whieh］ is determined by the
speaker’s expectations” （ibid．）． Rexach represents such an extremity “througli an ordering relation between
degrees according to the speaker’s expectations（～）that generates the implica加re in（76aハ》here w’～wis the
accessibility relation between worlds” （idem．157）． （76a） indicates that for every degree d’ concerning tallness
and for every world w’ accessible－ftom the actual world w， if， on the scale 〈h detemiined by the speaker’s
exp㏄伽io鶏4日目 less g甑than the degree 40bserved in the a伽al world， th㎝the魚ct鰍Jo㎞is 4㌔tall in w，
does not invoke a special attitude （ex． surprise） to the speaker‘O． ln other words， （76a） indicabes that oniy the
3’ On the other hands， Elliott （1974） and Grimshaw （1979） convincingly show syntactic differences between thern by
 means of several tests：（㎞）possib丑i書y of su切㏄t／auxiliary inversion，（im）pOssibility of polarity itemα砂，
 （㎞）possible occurrence of an血tens五fシ㎞g adverb like very，（㎞）possible㏄cunrence of an i血de踊te article a（nJ， as
 ㎞陥ρ’apreめノgirl she is！！／＊Jvaat apre物ノgirl ts she～， etc．
38 More exactly， Rexach （1996： 154） ai gues that the illocutiQnary operator EXC is of a type 〈L 〈s， 〈 〈 s，t＞， t＞＞＞，
 where i is a t ppe of the speaker’s variable and s ili a type ofthe world variable， and is de血ed as血（D， According tO
 this definition， the semantics of（75a） is represented by （II）：
（1）   Let a be the speaker，｝ヴaworld（typically the ac副world）， P a propOsition and P∈i五IMO7’（the set of
    ㎝otive proper口es）． Then，・朋（］＝ rfλ＆λ ws Z kt＞ヨPg＜＜sv，、oo》1：P（wXPXa）］
（II） EXC （aXw）（Zw2w’［L d． Tall （w）（j，d） ＝＝ e d． Tall （w’）（j，d）］） iff
     ヨP∈EMOT［P（w）（λwλw’【‘d． Ta”（wXLd）＝乙（L Ta〃（w’）G，d）］Xa）］
39 lt should be noted that in （74b）， the degree variable is quantified by tire iota opeTator L responsible for the
 defh三盛ide， so as to suggest that the degree of taH鵬ss of Jb勧is dete面ned in the actual world， In te㎜s of
 Gr（）enendijk＆Sω㎞ofs de血lition of interrogaives，曲semantics of（74a）may be rq）resented rather by（D：
a） ZwZw’［Zd． Tall （w）（j，d）＝ A（L Tall （w’）G，d）］
 The semantics in （D denotes a set of sets ofpossible worlds in which the set ofdegrees ofJohn’s tallness is the same．
40 This representation making use of accessible worlds may be correlated with the analysis proposed by von Finte1
 （1999） for a predicate be surprtsed ifthe sCalarity is defined not between degrees themselves， but between accessible
 worlds． This modification will be effected in Section 6．2．
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d degree tallness ofJohn in the actual world may be surprising to the speaker：
（76）a Vd’EDidt Vw’一”w［d’〈h d A Tail（w）（d’） ［extremity］
           ＝＝， 一’EiYC （aXw） （ ft w”［ t d’．Tall （w’）（j，d’） ＝ t d’．Tall （w”）（」’，d’）］））］
 b． VPEEMOT Vp〈，，vVx［P（w）（pXx）＝＞p（w）1 ［factivity］
    Rexach further adopts widely accepted view that exclamatives are factive， and represents the factivity
by （76b） indicating that， for every emQtive propenies P， every pioposition p of type 〈s，t＞ （a set of possible
worlds）， and every entity x， if the speaker a shows an emotive property P towards a proposition p including an
entity x in the actual world w， then the propositionp is true in w．
6●12．Zanuttini＆；Po血er（2003）
    Zanuttini ＆ Portner （2003） elairn， with Rexach （1996）， that the denotation of wn exclamatives is the
same as that of WH interrogatives． inspired by an analysis of WH interrogatives as denoting a set oftrue answers
（Karttunen 1977）， these authors represent （77a） by （77b） denoting a set ofcontextually relevant propositions such
that there exist things （x） in a possible world w：
（77ta What things he eats ！
 b． ［［w勧〃吻9S he eats】｝M，g，w＝｛P：w∈P〈P∈C〈ヨx［P＝｛w：he eats things（x） in．w｝］｝
   （adapted fr（）m Zanuttini＆Po】血er 2003：52）
 c． 【［ヨズ脅εθo廊撚η即ω加wO）］］＝1  ［factlVi重y］
These authors also adopt the f説vity of exc董amadves． The V旺】［exclamative㎞（77a）thus presupPoses that an
appropriate value is given to the variable x in the actual worla that is， the proposition ‘fthere exist things （x） that
he eats” is true in the a（ tual world vvo， as in （77c）‘i．
    These authors e】grress the extremity of WH exclamatives i1 terrns of‘‘wide血g，’dep韮cted in（78）and
fb」r】ma囲in（79a，b）：
4i Fer the syntax of VVH exclamative， Zanuttini ＆ Portner （2003） argue， based on Paduan exclamatives where a WH
 item wwurs with a complementizer， that its two semantic features （denotation of a set of propositions and
 鱒v圭ty）are reI伽d by two operatOrs occuming in two distinct Syntactic prqiections． The syntax ofσa）おthus
 represented by（恥）， where a WH operatOr occ urs血the specifier ofthe upper CP， whi亜e the specifier ofthe lower CP
 is occupied by a factive operator：
a）a． What things he eats！
 b．   ［cp1［what（WH）㎞gs】k［（：p2 FACT．［p he eats t田】（adapted仕om Zanut血i＆Po1「ロler 2003：64）
（II）a． The things that he eats！
 b．  ［i）pthe（FACT）［cp［Np things WH］k［c that［p he eatS．角』（adapted出）m Portner＆Zanutt血i 2005）
 These authσrs㎞血er argue that a‘Non翻Exclama戯ve’as h1（Ha）equally denQtes a set of propDsitions and
 manifests the factivity， and that these two semantics features are traced to i’ts syntax （relative construction） Mustrated
 by （Ilb）． Firstly， the movement ofthe antecedept activates an implicit WH operator accomplishng exactiy the same
 血nction as an eXplicit W｝｛item in WH exclamatives． Next t卜e伽tivity is expressed by an definite art韮cle：㎞
 ordinary restrictive relatives， a WH operator seans the intersection oftwo propenies offered by the head NP and the
 subo！dinate cla鵬for・which・the・de触e㎞cle sp㏄i五es an apPropd罐value；on・the other・hand， in（IIa）， the
 definite article only manifests its basic serriantic feature， that is， existential presirpposition， which is， according to
 Po血er＆Zanutt血i， on a semantic paセwith the飴ctivity（presuppositio皿ofthe truth ofapropositionンConsequently，
 the sema且tics of the factiVity and of set denotation are丘tlly compOsiti（mally derived丘om tho syntactic stru幟，
 both in WH exclamatives and Nominai Exclamatives．
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（78） “the WH phrase binds a variahle for which an appropriate value cannot be fOllnd in the contextually
  given domain． in order to fmd the appropriate value， one must 100k outside ofthe domain” （idem．50）
（79）WH）EN【NG：for any clause S◎onta曲g Rw㎏widen the㎞蓋tia1 domain of quantification fer Rwiden血g，
  D1，衣）anew doma瓦D2， such th滋
 a．  ［［S】】ゆ2・＜一［【β曝】wPl・〈 ≠ O  and
 b． VxVy［xGDI＆yG（D2－Dl）一“＞x〈y］ （idem52）
According to （78）， when stating an exclamation， the speaker looks for， in the initial domain （the context C
in （77b）） consisting of a set of contextually relevant proposhions， the one correspending to the actual event．
A wn item carries out this s（ anning function． After the scannin＆ the speaker cannot find an apprppriate
value， which he must widen the initia｝ domain to fuid out． The exclamatory meaning is due to the speaker’s
confrmnation that the actual event cannet be found in the initial domain．
    The formalization in （79） invokes a context change operator Rwidening， and includes a super set
condition in （79a） and a scale condition in （79b）， which jointly express extremity For an exclamatory clause
廠肋噸1詑θ傭！，“［固］ゆ2’〈is a舘t of㎞診（血w）卿sitioコs of伽飴㎜‘｝鴻戯s x’where x is｛hawn
魚）mthe new do！nain D2， while［固】ゆ1’〈is the◎or！espOnding set for the i血tial domain D 1．［（79a）】amountg to
requiring that new things that he eats ［＝ some surprising fOod， 1ike very spicy hahanerosl be added to the
domain．” （idem．52）． And （79b） says that for any member x among the initial domain D l and for any member y
among the widened part D2－D 1， y is higher than x on the relevant scale．
6．13． Seebe （20e＄
    Contrary to Rexach and Zanut血直＆Po血er， S｛ebO（2005）a墾邸es that‘「山ere is no（heed｛br鋤）
exclamative syntax or semantics”and伽t 66it is misguided to t1y tO encode eXtiemitプ’Ao◎ording to this author，
in WH exclamatives， “the wh－word introduce［s］ an equation between two・ values where one is bound to the
actual world” and the other， to an accessible world： an exclamative how cold it is！ is paraphrased by that it is as





a w［ Z d．Cold （dXw） ＝ a d．Cold（dXvvO）］
｛2gtg｝big！！mbien il tbit lfoid ！ “How it is cold！” ［including a WH item combien］
SiLu’est．ce qu’il fait． ftoid ！ “Lit． What is it that it is cokl！” ［including a wn item gue］
Ω璽’il飽it丘oid！         ‘‘That it is◎old！，’         ｛includk≧g a◎ompIe搬entieer 9ue］
The intrOduction of a．possib韮e world， that is， the‘‘intensionaliZation’g of a sen甑ce Inay be ef臨ed¢童ther by
means of raising of a WH item to Spe（ 一CP， as in （80b，c） or by the presence of a complementizer， illustrated by
gue （that） in （80d）． Consequently， a degree exclamative denotes a proposition （a set of worlds） of the type 〈s，t＞，
励er than a set of propositi（ms＜＜s，t＞，む〉（Ka1伽men－style）or a set of sets of worlds＜s，＜s，t＞（Groenendijk＆
Sto㎞o蝕yle）， as aigued by Zanut血i＆Po血e濫
    How does then a simple intensionalized sentence amount to expressing an extremity？ Admitting the
fadtiVity of exclamatives， SzebO algues that廿ve血tensionaliza丘on associated to exclamatives a㎞s to dis魂ロish
them fiom assenions． He then advances an idea that “Utterances of necessarily or ostensively truc 〈s，t＞
sentences are used as Exclamatives”， and that‘㌻ou utter some曲g because it is worth lnentioning［＿】and
calling attention to a t田£P1℃posi廿on only makes sense ifthat propOsition is to the speaker，s mind remarkable．，，
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6．1．4． Re¢apitulation
   ln Section 6．1．， 1 reviewed three iecent works treating the semantics of WH exclamatives． A｝1 of them
admit the fi…ictivity i ldu㏄ed⇔by this construction． Rexach（1996）and Zanutt面＆Por愉er（2003）血rther argue that
the d㎝ota薩on of VゾH exclamatives捻essent量ally the same as倣of’照interrogatives．（Rexach directiy㎞puお
the speaker’s attitude into the semantic representation by means of an illocutionary operator EXC）． These two
works also pr｛rpese to express the scalar extremity； for this purpose， more explicit is Zanuttini ＆ Portner’s
analysis in terms of a context change operator Rwid．i．， whose function is to indicate that the actual state is not
found in the set of contextually relevant propositions． But it is not very clear how the conjunction of the
semantics of a set of propositions （or a set of sets of possible worlds） and the factivity leads to such a semantics
ofwidening，
   On the （血er hand， accofdhlg to SecbO （2005）， the deno頓ion of冊 exclamatives is merely aa
㎞副囲p箔Dposi亘。弧F舳㎜o舳e ex鵬的should not翻（㎝珈旗。瞭in the semantics， b砿
only in the pragrnadcs． But such a piagmatic process should be more clarifiea especially one must ask why
‘6モ∴ｾling aU胎mion to a tru£［≒factiv司P∬）position ol且y makes sense if that propOsition is to the綱くer’s m短d
融ble，，．
   ln the next sectioq 1 will show that the analysis advanced above for negative evaluation NANKA
and surprise ？VZ’ Copp M’ may shed a new light upon the way bow the semantic of widening is derived
（Zanuttini＆Po血cr）and how the pragrnatics induces tle exmemity（SeebO）．
6．2。V田【e叉clamatives翼℃V諭itod
    Following Rexach and Zanuttini ＆ Portner， 1 fkst assume that a WH exclamative in （81a） essentially
denotes th¢same stuff as a V田int巳rrQgative 1／bw忽〃「iS Joh加2， as shown in（36b）， and ifiduces the f甑ivity㎞
（81c）． 1 then argue that the condition of widening’ （i．e． the member observed in the actually world is not found in
the initial domain ccmsisting of c（mtextually relevant members） is essentially the same as the appropriateness
condition of negniye ewiuation Ms claim boils down to representing the ’widetmg’ effect in tumis of （81d），
which indicates that in any accessible world maximaily coiresponding to the ordering source， and distinct from
the actual vvorld wO， there is no degfee of tallness ef John equivalent to （as high as） the degree of his tallness
observed in wO：
（8 1 ）a． How ta11 John is！
 b， Zwaw’｛d EDidi A a d． Tall（w）a，d）＝Zd． Tall（w’）6，d）］ ［＝WH question］
 c， ｛［E7d TaU（wO？a’，cDJ］ ＝ 1 ffactivity］
 d． ∀w［w∈maxg（1，，w）f（1，w）〈一ヨw（w＝wO）〈d∈1）inii】 ［一ヨd（Tali（wXl，d）＝Tall（wO）G，d））］ ［extremity1
The，w孟dening「effect represented in（36d）is derived fh）m（81b）and（81c）in a舶y s㎞ilar to negative evaluation．
］㎞view of由e（hic三an Quan漁y p血ciple，廿je t！・ue propc！sition㎞（81c）conveys the most valuable information
when the propositicm is rme only in the actual world， that is， when the degree of tallness ofJohn observed in the
actUal world cannot be found among the set of degrees of his tallless in other accessible worlds．1撫i亘vely，重he
WH exclamative in （81a）， wbose denotation is tlre same as that of a WH question asks the degpee of tallness of
Jo］in in a situation where a specMc value is obviously given to it in the actual werld． The WH question is thus
interpreted as a thetorical question evoking a negative operator． As a resulg at the pest－LF level， the WH item
hσw（a set of degrees）in（82a）maps onto a set of deg爬es exclud血g the value observed in the actual world（i．e．，
一32一
what degree other thcm the degree observed in the actual worltD， as shown in （82a’）：
（82）a． ［lhow］］一一 A P L w Z w’ ［ Z d． 1’ （w）（d） ＝ A d． P（w’）（d）］
  a’．＝λPλwλw’【w∈rrlaxg（1，w）f（1，w）〈一ヨw（w＝wO）
   〈λ d．［P（w）（d）〈r…∋dJ》（wXd）＝λd． P（wOXd）］＝λd．［P（w’）（d）〈”ヨdJ）（w’Xd）＝λd． P（wOXd）］］
  b．［［How ta〃John is．q］＝λwλw’［w∈Maxg（1，w）f（1，w）〈rヨw（w＝wO）
           〈λd．［Tall（wXl，d）〈一軸dTall（wXi，d）＝λd．TaU（wo）（j，d）】
           ＝ Z（d．［Tall（w’）0，d）〈「ヨd．Tall（w’）G，d）＝λ（1． Ta19（wOXI，d）］】
  c。＝∀w［w∈max｛KI，w）f（1，w）〈一幅w（wttwO）〈d∈1）trtil］［一幅d（TtzLl（w）G，d）＝TaU（wO）G，d））］
The WH exc翌amadve舐》w・ta〃John is！is thus interpreted as a set of sets of aocessible worlds distinct ftom the
acttta1 world and maximally corresponding to the ordering source， where the degree of tallness of John distinct
丘om the degにe observed in顧㏄圃w（＞rld・is・the・sam¢（Le． Te what degアeθ論語げ・・m the degree observed
in wO is John tall in a best accessible world w distinct ．liitom wO）， as shown in （82b）． ’lhis semantics is
paraphrased by saying that in any best accessible world distinet tfom the actual worla the degree of tallness of
lohn is not as high as that ofthe actual world， as represented in （83c）．
    The relevance of the Quantity Principle is argued by Han （2002） fer rheterical questions （see Section
2．7．）． As shown by （83a）， rhetorical qucstions are compatible with a negative polarity minimalizer a：
（83k She didn’t say 一a word． （Zanuttini ＆ Portner 20e3： 5e）
 b． What q nice guy！ （ibid．）
Zanu血＆Po血er（2003：50，｛botnote 15）suggest a possibility of analyzing an indbfinite article observed㎞
WH exclamatives 1ike in（82b）おa㎞d ofneg痴ve凶1鋤min㎞1記i蹴1鮒s綱ys沁is o曲e dg阯甑血e
common compatibility with a血egative POIarity minimaiiZer may supP（）rt a parallel t燃血ent between rhe①面cal
V匹｛questions and vゾH exclamatives， and c（血the relevance ofthe Quantity Principle f～）r the Iat捻鼠
7． Concluding remarks
   The ambiguity expressed by Japanese lexical focus constrtK）tions with NANKA and French syntactic
focus constnictions NP Comp XP at first glance seems mysterious from a cQmpositionality vievvpoing since this
澱nbigui呼pe僚to two seeming｝y oPPosiむ巳mea函ngs：exempli且。蜘n mea盛ng indica麓s肱the ordinary
semantic valuc IS included in the focus semantic value， while negative evaluation or surprise rr1eaning suggest
thatl under the speaker’s perspective， the ordinary semantic value IS NOT included in the focus semantic value．
   The compositional derivation of exemplification meaning is transparent in both constructions： it is
achieved by means of an existentiai eperator instar｝tiated by KA in Japanese and by an existential matrix ti y a in
French． On the other hand， the derivation of negative evaluation or suiprise rneaning iequires the fa（uivity of the
ord㎞aりr semantic va董ue and the ㎞tervention of Grician Quantity P血ciple． hl the Japanese cases， the
interrogative operator KA maps onto a negative operator at the post－LF level， and NANKA boils down to
indicating that the focus is not included in the set of alternatives denoted by NAN． ln the French cases， the
absence of a matrix leads to interpret the sequence ‘Tocus ＋ implicit WH opeiatof’ as ‘X other than the focus in
an accessible world distinct from the actual world”．
    1鰍her a卿ed出at an血aPProp「iateness associmed With nega’樋ve・evaluation・NANKA， but no扁th
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NP Comp xe， might be ieduced to featirre neutralization of NAN part． The advanced analysis of negative
evaluation or s岬rise mea㎡ng in terms of Conveisational lmplicature seems more apPropriate than．a recent
analysis of expressive i舳s by means of Conventional lmplicature， and may血rther shed a new light upOn the
analysis of WH exclamatives．
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